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 C O N C L U S I O N S A N D R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S
General
Organic and inorganic contaminants on the "Critical Pollutant“ list are
present in rain and snow, atmospheric aerosols and in the vapour state
in the Great Lakes basin. There are insufficient data to reliably
estimate the relative importance of the atmospheric deposition of many
of these contaminants to the lakes or to prepare mass balances.
Therefore, it is recommended that the atmospheric concentrations of
critical contaminants should be determined in order to construct mass
balance models.
Priorities
Resources for monitoring the concentrations of contaminants in the
atmosphere are scarce. It is recommended that the following criteria be
used to select contaminants for further study: relevant toxicity,
quantities emitted, likelihood of atmospheric pathways as important
routes of biological exposure and feasibility of measurement in
atmospheric samples.
Instrumentation
The methodology for collecting rain samples to estimate rates of wet
deposition are adequate although in need of standardization; snow
sampling is not so well developed. Existing field samplers to measure
dry deposition and vapour exchange at the air—water interface are
untested at present. It is recommended that further work should be
undertaken to develop more reliable instruments for sampling dry
deposition and measuring vapour exchange at the air—water interface and
that standardization of wet samplers be examined.
Research
Information about the rates of deposition of contaminants associated
with dry particulates is insufficient to construct reliable mass balance
models.
It is recommended that the following research should be undertaken:
determination of aerosol deposition velocities as a function of particle
size; determination of the distribution of chemicals between the aerosol
and vapour phases; determination of the concentrations of chemicals on
particles as a function of particle size; field and laboratory
experiments to determine important parameters to verify dry deposition
models.
Similarly, information on vapour exchange at the air—water interface is
inadequate to construct reliable models. Therefore, it is recommended
that the following research be undertaken: determination of the
distribution of a chemical between the particle (i.e. "bound") and
dissolved phases in the water and the factors which control this;
determination of the variations of Henry's Law Constant as a function of
  
 temp
erat
ure;
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n o
f t
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mass
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ents
as
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Chemical Analysis
Many of the contaminants are present in the atmosphere at trace
conc
entr
atio
ns.
It
is r
ecom
mend
ed
that
sens
itiv
e a
naly
tica
l t
echn
ique
s
be used to detect and quantify these compounds.
Construction of Mass Balance Models
Models describing fate and distribution of critical contaminants in
aquatic environments have been developed and are being used to construct
mass balances and dynamic trend projections. Most of the models that
describe the fate and transport of critical contaminants in the
atmosphere are, however, not linked to the models of the aquatic
environment. In addition, quantitative information is needed on
non-atmospheric sources of critical contaminants. It is recommended
that researchers constructing mass balance models should link the
atmospheric and aquatic subsystems and all significant inputs to the
latter.
There are many non-atmospheric sources of chemicals to the Great Lakes
and these complicate the construction of mass balances. Research on the
concentrations of chemicals in small, remote lake systems has provided
information on cycling of chemicals involving atmospheric deposition
without the complications of non—atmospheric sources. It is recommended
that research on such systems be promoted to provide surrogate
information on process parameters and to provide data for validating
mass balance and other models.
Integrated Monitoring Network
Attempts to construct reliable mass balances of critical contaminants
into and within the Great Lakes have been hindered by incompatible
methodologies or the absence of essential research and monitoring
information. It is recommended that there should be an integrated,
binational network to monitor atmospheric deposition and that such a
network use standardized methodologies for collection and analyses of
samples. It is further recommended that meteorological conditions of
collection sites be recorded and that research on atmospheric deposition
processes should be closely linked with strategies for monitoring.
. In order to continue to provide needed baseline information during the
interim where the network is not yet established, it is recommended that
existing monitoring projects be continued and upgraded where practicable.
 §_Q_M_M_A_R_X
For more than two decades researchers have investigated the relative
importance of the atmosphere as a long range carrier of persistent toxic
substances. Large quantities of these compounds have been deposited from
the atmosphere into the Great Lakes. The International Joint Commission
sponsored a workshop at the Guild Inn, Scarborough, Ontario on October
29—31, 1986 to bring together experts on atmospheric processes to discuss
the significance of selected persistent toxic substances deposited in this
way in the Great Lakes. As an approach to this, the mass balance budgets
for chemicals derived from atmospheric sources were developed. This
required various kinds of information including: atmospheric concentrations
of pollutants in rain, snow, vapour and adsorbed to particulates, dissolved
in water, adsorbed to waterborne particles and sediments, rates of aquatic
and atmospheric processes including those affecting transfers between and
within these two important compartments. Also needed was information on
non—atmospheric loadings of pollutants to the lakes. This report was
prepared as background material and was revised in the light of discussion
at the workshop.
A general consensus of topics of concern to the attendees at the workshop
included:
i. Atmospheric Loadinqs of Pollutants
Estimation of atmospheric loadings of organic and inorganic toxic
compounds to the Great Lakes requires information on atmospheric and
precipitation concentrations, mass transfer coefficients and physical
speciation in the atmosphere and the water. In addition, the estimation
of the relative importance of atmospheric inputs requires a knowledge of
loadings from non—atmospheric sources. Of the l4 chemicals of interest
to this study and the workshop, sufficient information was available
only for PCBs, DDT, BaP, mirex and lead. For the remaining chemicals,
insufficient data were available on atmospheric and rain concentrations
to reliably estimate atmospheric inputs. Even for the five chemicals
noted, there remain large and ill-defined uncertainties in the mass
balance calculations for most lakes. The best data on atmospheric and
non-atmospheric inputs to the Great Lakes are available for PCBs
(Table l) and lead (Table 2), although less certain estimates have been
attempted for other substances.
TABLE 1. PCB inputs to the Great Lakes and the fractions
attributed to atmospheric pathways.
 
Total Inputs 1 Atmospheric
kg yr‘1 Direct Indirect
Lake Superior 606 90 0
Lake Michigan 685 58 0
Lake Huron 636 63 l5
Lake Erie 2520 7 6
Lake Ontario 2540 6 l
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Lead inputs to the Great Lakes and the fractions
TABLE 2.
' attributed to atmospheric pathways.
 
Total Inputs % Atmospheric
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and mirex (Lake Ontario only), 4.5%.
The upper Great Lakes (Superior, Michigan and Huron) receive a
significantly greater fraction of their total inputs from the atmosphere
than do the lower Great Lakes (Erie and Ontario). This is attributed to
the large surface areas and the relative lack of local sources in the
upper lakes but mainly to extensive contaminant loadings from sources
located on the connecting channels comprising the Detroit — St. Clair
and the Niagara River systems.
Atmosnheric Deposition Processes
Particles and gases may be removed from the atmosphere by precipitation
scavenging (rain, snow) by dry—particle deposition and by vapour
transfer across the air—water interface. Pollutants may also be emitted
into the atmosphere from the lake by volatilization of the chemical from
the water to the atmosphere. The relative importance of each of these
processes depends on the physico-chemical properties of the pollutant,
its distribution between the vapour and particulate phase of the
atmosphere, the proximity to sources and on micro— and macro—
meteorological factors. Evidence suggests that precipitation scavenging
of fine particles (<2 pm) and vapour dominates atmospheric inputs
distant from major point sources or source regions; dry deposition of
larger particles may be more important closer to sources. The ratio of
wet—to—dry deposition for pollutants concentrated in the fine particles
is normally about 1.5 - 4.0:l.0. Nhere sufficient data to make
estimates existed, the following ratios were observed: PCBs, l.3—l.5;
l0
ll
  
lead, 3.5—5.0; t—DDT, 0.26—0.5; and BaP, 0.32—0.82.
Pb, the wet—to—dry ratios appear too low.
Except for PCBs and
This suggests that either the
estimates of wet deposition are too or more probably, that dry
deposition values are too high.
low,
Lake Loss Processes
Excluding export via connecting channels or the St. Lawrence River, the
processes by which chemical pollutants may be removed from a lake are:
adsorption and sedimentation; volatilization; biodegradation;
hydrolysis; and photochemical degradation. In the preparation of these
mass balances, it is assumed that the latter three processes are
negligible relative to the first two. In any event, appropriate data
are not available to consider them in the model. For nearly all the
organic pollutants, volatilization was equal to or greater than the loss
due to sedimentation. The percentage of pollutant loss due to
sedimentation, volatilization and outflow for PCBs in each of the Great
Lakes is shown in Table 3. These calculations, reported here and in the
literature, support the hypothesis that the Great Lakes are actively
degassing the organic contaminants deposited historically. This is a
mechanism contributing to both lake detoxification and the global
redistribution of “old” chemicals. Although the role of volatilization
in pollutant loss is obviously important, the magnitude and perhaps even
the direction of the transfers are uncertain and must await the
determination of more precise field measurements, accurate transfer
coefficients and relevant models.
TABLE 3. Estimated percentage of pollutant loss due to
sedimentation, volatilization and outflow for PCBs
in each of the Great Lakes
Percentage
Sedimentation Volatilization Outflow
Lake Superior ll 87 2
Lake Michigan 31 68 l
Lake Huron l9 75 6
Lake Erie 45 46 9
Lake Ontario 30 53 17
Uncertainties in the Mass Balance Calculations
The participants at the workshop agreed that the uncertainties in the
inputs and outputs of chemical pollutants in the Great Lakes should be
estimated. However, the quality of the data describing atmospheric
concentrations and the uncertainties in the mass transfer coefficients
preclude the determination of a quantitative error analysis at this
time. A list of possible uncertainties associated with individual
parameters was prepared and the participants developed a consensus on
what these uncertainties might be (Table 4).
ll
  
  
 
 
TABLE 4. Uncertainties associated with individual parameters.
Aqueous solubility 2x
Vapour pressure 2 — 4x
Henry's Law constant 2 — 4x
Octanol—water coefficient 2x
Aqueous concentrations 2 - 4x
Net, lakewide sedimentation rates 2x
Recent sediment concentrations 3x
Rain and aerosol concentrations 2x
Dry particle deposition velocity 2 — 4x
Air—water mass transfer coefficient 2 — l0x
The message is clear: before reliable evaluations of the relative
importance of atmospheric deposition of toxic pollutants to the Great
Lakes can be achieved, theoretical, laboratory and field investigations
must be employed to reduce the uncertainty in each of these parameters.
The integrated Great Lakes monitoring effort with a strong research
component now being discussed by the relevant agencies in Canada and the
United States is a first step in that direction.
12
 I N T R O D U C T I O N
Background
Atmospheric deposition of toxic pollutants to surface waters has long
been established as a “pathway” in the environmental cycling of some of
these chemicals. As far back as 1963, air particulate samples were observed
to contain measurable levels of DDT, albeit in urban environments (Tabor
1965). Early reports for British rainfall samples noted lindane and
dieldrin as well as DDT (Abbott et a1. 1965; Nheatley and Hardman, 1965;
Tarrant and Tatton, 1968). These and subsequent direct observations of
atmospheric contamination, together with reports of the same substances in
remote areas (Peterle 1969; Clausen et al. 1974; Bowes and Jonkel, 1975)
were indicative of a global dispersion of these substances and presumably of
their deposition.
Early direct evidence of the long—range transport of atmospheric
pollutants was also reported by Risebrough et al. 1968; Seba and Prospero,
1971; Harvey and Steinhauer, 1974; Bidleman and Olney, 1974, 1975. Their
studies were with atmospheric samples collected in the West Indies and the
open Atlantic; the former samples were derived from Africa and Europe, the
latter samples from the industrial north-eastern United States. Other long
distance transport, within the continental U.S., was reported by Cohen and
Pinkerton (1966) and by Antommaria et al. (1965).
These samples and those from other reports, can be divided into two
types —- rainfall and dryfall. In theory it has long been recognized that
“dryfall” (vapour phase exchange plus particulate deposition) is probably at
least as important from a loading perspective as "wetfall" (rain and snow
with associated particulates, Atkins and Eggleton, 1971). Despite this,
however, there are still inadequate methods for collecting samples of the
two components of dryfall and therefore reliable atmospheric data on the
separate components of dryfall do not exist for many of the organic
compounds on the IJC's Critical Pollutant list (NOB 1985). The situation is
somewhat better for wetfall and for the trace metals which are mainly found
in particulate form.
Information on pollutant concentrations in rain falling lll the Great
Lakes basin has been available since the mid-19705. The first observations
of organochlorine substances currently on the IJC's list of Critical
Pollutants were made by Breidenbach et al. (1960) in water samples of 1958.
The first atmosphere-related report for these organic compounds was in rain
samples (Sanderson and Frank, 1976) where PCBs were reported at 10-100
ng/L. Subsequent to that, Murphy and Rzeszutko (1977), Swain (1978) and
Strachan and Huneault (1979) reported similar levels of PCBs in rain and
snow in the region, with the latter report including a number of other
organochlorine compounds that now appear on the Critical Pollutant list.
Air has also been investigated and Singer et al. (1983) have observed levels
of 0.02—11 ng-PCBs/m3 in urban samples from the Canadian side of the
Great Lakes. There are, of course, other literature reports and other
atmospheric data from the area; they have largely been for PCBs and trace
metals in rain samples. Eisenreich et a1. (1980, 1981) provided an
extensive review of much of the organic material and Allen and Halley (1980)
for inorganic substances.
l3 l3
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A de
tail
ed
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ew o
f
available information was provided (Eisenreich et a1. ‘1980; Allen and
Halley, 1980) as appendices to the SAB report of that year. A number of
data needs were identified: the atmospheric concentrations of toxic
chemicals; the distribution between particulate and vapour phases; the
amount of dry deposition; the influence of the episodic nature of the
deposition of trace organics; the spatial and temporal differences in
deposition; and meteorological aspects affecting the deposition.
In 1983, the SAB created a Task Force to report on research needs
related to indicators of atmospheric deposition of toxic contaminants. This
group discussed "conservative" indicators (inorganic isotopic differences)
and recommended that these would not be suitable for either source
identification or loading purposes. They also proposed a workshop to
discuss the state-of—the-art of and the research needs for a better
understanding of the role of the atmosphere in the cycling of toxic
chemicals in the Great Lakes.
In 1984, the Great Lakes Administrators (Governors of the Great Lakes
States and the Premier of the Province of Ontario) recommended an extensive
program to monitor atmospheric deposition of toxic chemicals with emphasis
on the persistent organic chemicals. In response to these recommendations
and to related concerns, both Mr. T. McMillan (Canadian Minister of the
Environment) and Mr. L. Thomas (Administrator of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency) agreed to cooperate on implementing the monitoring
recommendations.
The IJC's Water Quality Board, in its 1985 report, recommended that
efforts be undertaken to determine the significance of the atmospheric
inputs of toxic chemicals to the Great Lakes and to model their transport,
deposition and fate. The Board identified a list of eleven Critical
Pollutants for which data were to be gathered and budgets prepared in order
to assess the effectiveness of present controls and the need for additional
ones.
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The foregoing concerns on the part of the two boards under the Great
Lakes Water Quality Agreement, together with an interest expressed by its
International Air Quality Advisory Board, prompted the IJC to sponsor the
workshop which was held in Toronto on October 29-31, l986. This paper was
prepared at the request of the workshop planning committee as a background
document for that meeting.
Ecosystem Considerations
The present approach to environmental evaluations, as stated by the IJC
and others, is one involving ecosystem considerations. For the exposure
part of the assessment of a chemical in an aquatic—atmospheric system, this
should mean that a variety of intra— and inter— compartmental processes are
considered in addition to the concentrations of the compound of concern in
each compartment. It is necessary to bear in mind not only processes
directly involved in the water—air transfers of the chemical, but also those
that occur within the water and air compartments which affect concentrations
in those compartments. It is also important to be aware of the terrestrial
compartment which will also have an influence on chemical levels in the
aquatic and atmospheric compartments. Some of the air—water relationships
important in determining the mass distribution of a chemical are presented
in Figure l. Biota are omitted from the figure because the quantity of a
chemical in organisms is considered to be small compared to that within the
compartments illustrated and would not affect the general distribution of
the chemical elsewhere.
 
ATMOSPHERIC COMPARTMENT
Vapour ——————— > Adsorbed on \\
State <———————— Particulates \\
l h
H RAIN/
SNON
\
AQUATIC COMPARTMENT ’,/”
Dissolved ————> Adsorbed on
State <——— Suspendedeolids
  
TERRESTRIAL
COMPARTMENT
  
Sediments
  
FIGURE l. Distribution of toxic chemicals in an ecosystem.
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 chemical. In a steady—state or equilibrium model, however, this is ignored
and less importance is attached to where the sources are or what the
receiving medium is. Rather, it is the chemical's properties and those of
the system which contain it which are considered to determine the
distribution. This limits our ability to project concentrations over time
but it does provide a means of simple accounting of the whereabouts of a
chemical in the system for a point in time. For the discussions in this
paper, the data are chosen to be representative of the period l980—85,
wherever possible.
Atmosoheric Residence Times
A general consideration of the Critical Pollutant chemicals is their
potential for long-range transport within the atmosphere.
The pollutants
may have point and non-point sources within the Great Lakes but
the major
sources for a number of them would appear to be wider spread than these.
Mixing times between the tropospheres of the two hemispheres have been
estimated to be 0.7—2 years; that within the hemispheres is much less —— 3
weeks for longitudinal and even less for latitudinal mixing (Dilling l982;
SCEP l970).
Against this
is put the residence times for particulate
matter.
Residence times in the lower troposphere are 6 days to 2 weeks for
particles >l pm but those smaller than this may be from one to three years
(SCEP l970). There are few data to determine which size fractions are
important
in
the distribution
and
deposition
of
atmospheric
organic
contaminants but it is generally held that most concern is with particles
(1 pm.
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Compounds on the Critical Pollutants List
All
of
the
organic
chemicals
on
the
NQB's
list
of
critical
pollutants
can
be
described
as
persistent
and
of
nominally
"low"
vapour
pressure.
Their
treatment
in
estimating
mass
balances
and
other
distribution
modeling
will
therefore
be
much
the
same.
The
metals,
of
course,
are
different
and
appear
in
many
forms
in
the
environment;
they
may
enter
it
in
even
more
forms.
The
properties
and
behaviour
of
the
metals
will
differ
considerably
from
the
organics
although
the
simple
accounting
presented
elsewhere
in
this
paper
can be dealt with on a total metal basis.
Four
compounds
originally
on
the
list
of
Critical
Pollutants
require
comment
as
to
their
omission.
Polynuclear
aromatic
hydrocarbons
(PAHs)
are
a
large
class
of
compounds
including
those
with
multiple—fused
aromatic
rings
in
different
configurations
with
and
without
a
variety
of
substituents.
While
some
of
their
physico-chemical
properties
are
similar,
wide
differences
exist
in
vapour
pressures
and
solubilities
and
hence,
in
environmental
behaviour.
There
are
also
differences
in
photo—reactivity
and
in
the ease
of other ways of environmental
degradation.
The PAHs as a class
have
been
omitted,
therefore,
since
it
seemed
impossible
to
adequately
represent
them
with
single—valued
properties
and
concentrations.
BenzoEaprrene
(BaP),
one
of the PAHs,
was
separately
included
on
the
list.
It will
not,
however,
adequately
represent
the
behaviour of the
class and a
suite
of PAHs
should
be used.
These
have not
been agreed
upon to
date
and
in
any
event,
it
is
doubtful
that
sufficient
environmental
data
exist
at
present
to
consider
them
in
a
mass
balance
modeling
exercise.
Polychlorinated
biphenyls
(PCBs)
could
be
similarly
considered
but
there
is
more
of
a
similarity
among
these
and
in
a
very
practical
sense,
there
is
a
great
deal
of
environmental
data
available
which
permits
a
much
more
detailed
examination
of
any
hypotheses
about
them.
The
same
cannot
be
said
of the PAHs.
The
chlorinated
dibenzo-p—dioxins
and
dibenzofurans
and
Kepone
are
not
included
in
the
present
discussion
because
there
are
virtually
no
Great
Lakes
environmental
data
useful
for the purposes of mass
balance modeling of
these
compounds
and
the
same
can
be
said
about
most
of
their
properties.
Since
their
general
occurrences
in many parts
of the
system are
uncertain,
they
were removed
from
further
consideration
at
this
time.
It
is
urged,
however,
that
for
the
dioxins
and
furans,
a research
program be
undertaken
to
develop
a
better
understanding
of
their
possible
distribution
in
the
Great
Lakes
system.
The
higher
chlorinated
congeners
are
the
ones
of
particular
concern and
there
is
some
evidence
that
these
compounds
may
be
transported atmospherically.
Hexachlorobenzene
(HCB)
and
alpha-hexachlorocyclohexane
(alpha-benzene
hexachloride,
a—HCH)
are
added
to
the
original
Critical
Pollutant
list
because of their frequent observations in atmospheric samples from the Great
Lakes
region.
Although
HCB
has
been
registered
as
a
pesticide,
losses
to
the
environment
arise
mainly
from
its
formation
as
a
by—product
in
industrial
processes.
Alpha-HCH is included as a pesticide,
although
not
currently used as such.
It can be formed environmentally from lindane, its
l7
l7
 gamma—isomer, which is used as a pesticide —- extensively outside and to a
limited degree inside North America. Indeed, it is in the alpha—form that
"HCH" is primarily found atmospherically.
Henry's Law Constant
Values for Henry's Law Constant of the organic compounds considered are
presented in Table 5. They have been employed in the mass balance
accounting later in this paper -— in order to estimate the direction and
extent of the gas—phase exchange of the chemicals. Where possible, these
have been selected from the literature on liquid—phase estimations or have
been calculated from the ratio of vapour pressure (in atmospheres) and
solubilities (in moles/m3) with both values pertaining to the same
phase. Corresponding numbers for the metals are not included because,
generally, the environmental forms of these elements are such as to preclude
their determination. There are volatile organic forms known but the
assumption for the total metal was that these were not significant to the
distribution of that parameter. These forms are of importance to the
toxicity of the compounds but there are very few data to consider them in
any form other than total. For the metals, then, the volatilization has
been assigned as zero. A small amount of data on elemental mercury is
available and is included for reference only; it was not employed in the
mass balance accounting.
TABLE 5. Henry's Law Constant for the critical pollutants.
 
M.Pt. H
Compound CAS No. M. Nt. (°C) (atm.m-3/mol.)
Lead 7439—92—1 207 328
Mercury 7439—97—5 201 -39 ca.5x1o‘3
Cadmium 7440—43—9 112 320
Arsenic 7440—38—2 75 8l7
Benzo[a]pyrene
50-32-8
252
179
7.5 x 10"
Aroclor 1254
11097—59-1
253
2.0 x 10"
HCB
ll8-74—l
285
229
1 3 x 10'3
Mirex
2385-85—5
545
485
5 2 x 10‘4
Dieldrin
50—57-1
38l
157
2 5 x 10'7
HCH (Lindane)
58—89—9
291
112
1.5 x 10'5
HCH (alpha—)
3l9—84-6
291
157
5.0 x 10‘5
DDT (p,p')
50—29—3
355
109
1 2 x 10"
Toxaphene 800l—35-2 414 55—90 1 7 x 10"
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Compartmental Concentration Data
This
section
provides
concentration
data
recommended
for
use
in
mass
balance modeling.
Such
accounting
requires
consideration
of
compartments
other
than
the
atmosphere
since,
as
noted
elsewhere,
levels
in
one
area
influence
those
in others.
Best
estimates
of
representative
concentrations
for
each
compartment
of
each
lake
are
presented
as
Tables
6
to
l8 of the
main report; the data on which these are based appear as Addendum 1.
These
tabulations represent many studies
both from the open literature and
from
the
"grey"
literature
of
government
reports,
etc.
Some
are
personal
communications
and
have
not
been
peer-reviewed.
They
are
taken,
in
the
main, from reports post-l980 but earlier data have been used when such were
not
available
and
when
older
data
were
considered
representative
of
present—day conditions.
Some values are presented which
are based on the
scientific judgement of the authors after considering levels in other lakes
and concentrations in other compartments.
A ”?” after a recommended value
indicates
where
such
judgements
have
been
used.
The
absence
of
a
recommended value indicates that there were
inadequate data to justify any
recommendation.
While these estimates
and the mass balance accounts based
on them, may be indicative of the significance of atmospheric
loadings,
it
is recommended that all
control action be based on actual monitoring results
whenever that option still remains.
Concentrations
for
the
connecting
channels
and
tributaries
have
sometimes been assigned by default to levels of the upstream lake or to
calculated levels from reported loadings and tributary flows.
Contributions
to
connecting
channel
water
column
concentrations
from particulates
were
determined using an 8.4 mg/L suspended
solid concentration
for the Niagara
River and a 9.0 mg/L for the Detroit River; for the St. Marys River, such
conversion data were not available.
Limitations on the Use of Environmental Concentration Data
The
data
in Addendum
I represent
recent
monitoring
for
the
selected
pollutants
in
the
Great
Lakes.
Data
in
these
tables
are
mainly
from
post-1980 reports although earlier results have been used where more recent
ones were unavailable.
The different recommended levels, therefore, are for
periods which, collectively, represent a wider time span than a single year
and undoubtably
do not adequately reflect seasonal,
spatial
or other
differences
nor
of
trends
that
may
be
occurring
over
time.
They
are
believed to be representative, at least to a factor of 2—4x however,
of
present conditions and are those used in the mass balance calculations.
The uncertainty in the recommended levels arises for several reasons.
There are differences in sampling and analytical methodology which have been
employed -- particularly those resulting in increased sensitivity arising
from
the
current
use
of capillary
columns
and
gas chromatography - mass
spectroscopy(g.s.—m.s ).
Quality
assurance among
the
various
methods
and
laboratories are seldom performed for the organic pollutants and comparisons
are therefore difficult. These contribute to the uncertainty in the
selection of representative concentrations and any statements about the
relative significance
of different input and output pathways must be
considered
only
semi—quantitative.
The
single
numbers
presented
as
recommended levels may give
undue importance to determinations which are
less precise. Additionally, the values used to arrive at the recommended
l9
l9
 means are also not necessarily taken from samples collected on a whole lake
basis. Biases will therefore be present, reflecting the particular sampling
strategy of the persons or agencies which performed the studies. The
imprecision in the data should be borne in mind whenever budgets based on
such data are used and when decisions on the significance of transport
mechanisms are being made.
Present uncertainties and natural variabilities (seasonal and
geographical) in the concentrations are such that imprecision in one
compartment or input/output flow may cause other mechanisms to appear
insignificant. It is strongly recommended, however, that research and water
quality management should continue investigating these apparently
insignificant areas at least until the uncertainty in the estimations is
reduced to more definitive levels.
Trace Metals
The metals (Lead, Table 6; Mercury, Table 7; Cadmium, Table 8; Arsenic,
Table 9) are different in most respects from the remainder of the list which
are all organic chemicals. On the whole, there are more water data and less
current information on levels in other media for these elements.
Concentrations for the four elements (and for other metals) are reported as
total metal present. Little information is available to indicate which
forms they occur in environmentally despite the fact that they are known to
be present as a variety of inorganic and organic complexes. It is possible
to deal with the metals in a mass balance model if the object is to consider
only distribution of the total metal; it will not be useful for indicating
toxic effects, however, except as part of a "worst case" scenario where the
metal is assumed available in its most toxic form. It is apparent though,
that even such models will be limited without the data indicated by the gaps
in their tables.
TABLE 6. Total Lead in the Great Lakes.
  
c 0 N c E N T R A T I 0 N 5
WATER E EgEEEQDED i SEDIMENT E A I R E RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) : (ng/L) : (pg/g) : (ng/ma) : (ng/L)
ONTARIO‘ Lake 300 E 100 E 100 E 75 ? E 10000
Ni
ag
ar
a
Ri
ve
r
——
——
— 1
00
0
__
__
__
__
:
__
_
:
__
_
:
__
_
Tributaries —————— ll -------- : ___ : ___ : ___
ERIE‘ Lake 750 E 250 E 100 ? E 70 ? E 8000
De
tr
oi
t
Ri
ve
r
——
——
— 1
30
0
__
__
__
__
:
__
_
:
__
_
:
__
_
Tributaries ------ lo ? —————— : ___ : ___ ; ___
HURON: Lake 150 E 50 E 70 E 50 ? i 7000
St. Marys River ----- lOO ? —————— : ___ : ___ : ___
Mackinaw Strait ----- 200 ? ------ : ___ : ___ ; ___
Tributaries ————— 24 ? ------ : ___ : ___ ; ___
MICH
IGAN
:
:
i
3
5
Lake 150 : 50 : 40 : 50 : 10000 ?
Tr
ib
ut
ar
ie
s
--
--
-
lO
O
?
__
__
__
:
__
_
:
__
_
:
__
_
SUPE
RIOR
:
:
:
E
E
Lake 75 : 25 : 100 : 20 : 3000
Tributaries ————— 50 ? —————— : ___ : ___ : ___
  
20 20
 TABLE 7. Mercury in the Great Lakes.
      
C O N C E N T R A T I 0 N S I
: S
USP
END
ED
:
:
:
I
WATER : SOLIDS : SEDIMENT : A I E : RAIN :
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) I (ng/L) I (pg/g) I (ng/m ) I (ng/L) ;
ONTARIO: Lake 20 I 5 I 0.8 E 2.0 7 I 30 ? I
Niagara River ————— 70 ———————— I ——— I ——— I --- é
Tributaries ————— 20 ? —————— : ——— : ——— : ——— ;
ERIE‘ Lake 30 I 10 E o 5 ? E 2.0 ? I 30 ? 1
Detroit River ————— 45 ? —————— I ——— I ——— I --— I
Tributaries ————— 20 ? —————— I -—— I ——- I ——— I
HURON‘ Lake 7 I 3 I O 3 I 2.0 ? I 30 I
St. Marys River ————— TO ? —————— I ——— I ——— I ——- I
Mackinaw Strait ————— 45 ? —————— I ——— I ——— I ——- L
Tributaries ————— 20 ? —————— I ——— I --— I —-- g
MI
CH
IG
AN
:
;
;
:
:
Lake 37 ' 8 : O i : 2.0 3 : 3O ? “
Tributaries ————— 20 ? ------ I ——— I ——— I ——— I
1
I
|
|
I‘
SU
PE
RI
OR
:
;
;
:
I
I
Lake 7 ' 3 : 0 i 7 : 2 O : 30 I
Tributaries ————— 20 ? —————— I ——— I ——- I -—— I
I
TABLE 8. Cadmium in the Great Lakes. I
c O N c E N T R A T I O N s I
: SUSPENDED : I I 9
WATER : SOLIDS : SEDIMENT : A I E : RAIN I
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) I (ng/L) I (pg/g) I (ng/m ) I (ng/L) I
ONTA
RIO:
:
g
;
:
I
Lake 60 I 60 I 1.0 ? I 0.5 ? I 200 I
Niagara River ———— TOO ? ------ I -—— I -—— I ——— 1%
Tributaries ————— TO ? ------ I —-— I —-— I --- ‘I
ERIE‘ Lake 50 I 50 E 1.0 ? E 0.5 7 E 200
Detroit River ----- 40 ? ------ I --- I -—— I ——-
Tributaries ————— TO ? —————— I —-- I --- I ---
HURON: Lake 20 : 20 I 1.0 I 0.5 ? I 200
St. Marys River ————— 4O ? —————— I ——— I -—— I --—
Mackinaw Strait ————— 40 ? —————— I ——— I ——- I -——
Tributaries ————— 10 ? —————— I —-- I --— I ———
MICHIGAN: I I I I
Lake 20 ' 20 I 1.0 I 0.5 ? I 200
Tributaries --—- 100 ? —————— I --- I --- I ---
SUPERIOR: I I I I
Lake 20 ' 20 I 0.6 I O 5 I 200
Tributaries ————— 10 ? ------ I ——— I --- I -——
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TABLE 9.
Arsenic in the Great Lakes.
      
C O N C E N T R A T I 0 N S
NATER E ggfiggDED E SEDIMENT E A I R E RAIN
LAK
E/T
RIB
UTA
RY
(ng/
L)
: (n
g/L
)
1
(pg
/g)
1 (
ng/
m3)
: (n
g/L
)
ONT
ARI
O:
Lak
e
___
_
500
___
___
__
:
___
1
___
:
___
Ni
ag
ar
a
Ri
ve
r
——
——
50
0
?
——
——
——
1
——
~
1
——-
1
~—
—
I Tributaries -—- : —-— : ——— : —-— : ——-
ERIE
‘
Lake
————
500
————
————
I
———
I
——-
I -
——
Det
roi
t
Riv
er
-——
—
700
7 —
———
——
1
———
1
———
1
——-
Tributaries ——- I —-- I -—— I —-— I ——-
“UR
ON‘
Lak
e
—-—
—
700
———
———
——
E
5 0
E
300
E
0 2
St.
Mar
ys
Riv
er
———
—
600
? —
———
——
1
———
1
——-
1
——-
Mac
kin
aw
Str
ait
---
—
800
? ——
———
——
1
—-—
1
———
1
———
Tri
but
ari
es
——-
1
———
1
-——
1
———
1
———
MICHIGAN: ' I I I
Lak
e
-——
—
800
———
———
——
1
11.
0
:
___
1 _
_—
Tri
but
ari
es
———
1
———
1
———
1
———
1
———
SUPERIOR: ' I I I
Lake ———— 600 -------- : ——— : ——— : ———
Tri
but
ari
es
---
1
———
1
———
1
___
1
___
TABLE 10. BenzoEaprrene in the Great Lakes.
C O N C E N T R A T I 0 N S
NATER E ggfiggoED E SEDIMENT E A I R 1 RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) I (ng/L) I (pg/g) I (ng/ms) I (ng/L)
ONTARIO‘ Lake 0.2 7 : 0.1 7 E 0.3 E 0.1 ? E 1.0 ?
Nia
gar
a R
ive
r
---
--
0.3
? -
---
--
1
___
1
___
1
_--
Tri
but
ari
es
---
--
1.0
? —
———
——
1
___
1
___
1
___
ERIE‘ Lake 0.2 : 0.1 1 0 2 i 0 1 ? E 1 0 1
Det
roi
t R
ive
r
———
—— 0
.1
7 _
___
__
1
_-_
1
___
1
___
Tri
but
ari
es
———
——
1.0
? —
———
——
1
___
1
___
1 _
__
HURON‘ Lake 0.07 1: 0.03? E o 2 E 0 1 ? E 1 0 ?
St.
Mar
ys
Riv
er
———
——
0.1
———
———
——
1
-__
1
___
1
___
Mac
kin
aw
Str
ait
———
——
1.0
———
———
——
1
___
1
___
1 -
__
Tri
but
ari
es
---
--
1.0
———
———
——
1
___
1
___
1 _
__
MIC
HIG
AN:
1
E
1
1
Lake 0.7 ' 0.3 1 0.5 1 0 1 1 1 0
Tri
but
ari
es
———
——
1.0
———
———
——
1
___
1
-_-
1
___
SUP
ERI
OR:
1
E
i
E
Lake 0.07 ' 0.03 1 0.03 1 0.02 1 O 5
Tri
but
ari
es
———
——
0.0
5 -
---
---
1
__-
1
-__
1
___
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 Industrial Organic Chemicals
BenzoEalpyrene data are scant for most parts of the Great Lakes
ecosystem. A few studies have been carried out for the sediments although
even these do not constitute a large number of samples. A study carried out
in l972 (Strosher and Hodgson, l973) in which “benzopyrenes” were
determined, along with other PAHs, indicated that this sub—class constituted
roughly 7% of the total PAHs found in Lakes Huron (two samples), Erie (5)
and Ontario (5). Comparisons with the levels shown in Table l0 are
difficult since BaP is only one of the benzopyrenes which had highly
variable levels in the l972 study; the concentrations do, however, appear to
be “order-of—magnitude” comparable.
Polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) is the organic “compound” for which most
environmental data exist in the Great Lakes (Table ll). It has been
monitored in fish and other biota for over ten years and in sediments once
on a lakewide basis. Trend analysis with fish and gull eggs indicates that
concentrations in these media have decreased since the mid—l970s. An upturn
in this general downtrend was observed in the early l980s for biota of Lake
Ontario but this trend appears to have reversed itself again. These
compounds are found in all sample matrices throughout the system and
continue to be a prominent atmospheric contaminant.
Hexachlorobenzene (HCB) is a compound observed in Great Lakes samples
since early in the l970s. It has also been identified in the Niagara River
and the Detroit/St Clair systems. It is the most persistent of the
chlorobenzenes, a class of chemical that should receive more attention than
at present. Water and rain data exist, as shown in Table l2, but levels in
other media are largely unavailable. Mass balance budgeting of this
compound is therefore not possible at this time.
TABLE ll. Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) in the Great Lakes.
  
c 0 N c E N T R A T I 0 N s
wATER E ggfﬁggDED E SEDIMENT E A I R E RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) : (ng/L) : (pg/g) : (ng/ma) : (ng/L)
ONTARIO‘ Lake 0.6 i 0.3 E 0.1 E 0.5 E 5.0
Niagara River ————— l0 ———————— : ——- : ——— : -——
Tributaries ————— lO ———————— : ——— : --- : ———
ERIE: Lake 0.7 ? : 0.3 ? E 0.06 E 0 5 E 5 0
Detroit River ————— l0 -------- I -—- ! --- I ---
Tributaries ————— 20 ———————— : —-— : ——— : ---
HURON‘ Lake 0.7 : 0 3 E 0 1 E 0.5 ? E 5 0
St. Marys River ————— 0.6 ———————— : ——— : —-— : ---
Mackinaw Strait ————— 2.0 ———————— I --— : --- I ——-
Tributaries ————— l.O -------- : ——— I --- I ---
MICHIGAN: : : : :
Lake 1.4 ' 0.6 : 0.2 : 0 5 : 5 0
Tributaries —-—— 10.0 ———————— : ——— : ——— : -——
SUPERIOR: : : : :
Lake 0.4 ' 0.2 : 0.03 : 0 5 : 5 0
Tributaries ————— 1.0 ———————— : ——— : --- : ———
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Mirex is the most persistent on the list of toxic chemicals to be dealt
with (Table 13). It has been reported most often in fish and sediment from
Lake Ontario, where two industrial sources (both discharged to the water)
have been identified. It is not found elsewhere in the Great Lakes and
there is little reason to suspect that it will be. It is unlikely,
therefore, that it is an atmospheric problem and the budgeting would appear
to largely depend on determining the rate at which it is covered by settling
(and uncovered by resuspension) of suspended matter in Lake Ontario and its
rate of export down the St. Lawrence River.
TABLE 13. Mirex in the Great Lakes.
 
c 0 N c E N T R A T I 0 N 5
WATER i EgEEEQDED E SEDIMENT E A I R E RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) : (ng/L) : (pg/g) 1 (ng/ms) : (ng/L)
ONTARIO‘ Lake 0.03 7 i 0.03 7 E 0.05 3 0.005 7 E 0.05 7
Niagara River ————— 0.3 ———————— : -—— : —-- : ———
Tributaries ——— : ——— : _—- : ___ : ———
Pesticides
Dieldrin, lindane and DDT are among the earliest compounds on the
Critical Pollutant list which have also been observed in atmospheric
samples. Use of dieldrin (and aldrin which is readily converted to dieldrin
environmentally) has been limited for many years yet it continues to appear
at unchanged levels in samples from the Great Lakes. The observed levels
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 are
usually
low
and
approaching
those
of
the
detection
limit.
As
can
be
seen
from
Table
14,
most of the
recommended
levels
for dieldrin
in
air
are
estimates
only;
for
sediment
and water
there
are
somewhat
more
data but the
information
base
is
weak.
There
are
no
data
available
for
the
suspended
solids of the lakes themselves.
TABLE 14. Dieldrin in the Great Lakes.
 
C 0 N c E N T R A T I 0 N s
wATER E ggiﬁggDED E SEDIMENT E A I R E RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY
(ng/L)
: (ng/L)
:
(pg/g)
: (ng/ms)
: (ng/L)
ONTARIO‘ Lake
0.3
E
0.1
E
0.01
E 0.05
E
1.0
Niagara River
————— 0.6
——————— I
———
I
——-
I
-——
Tributaries
-———
0.05 7 ————— :
———
:
———
:
———
ERIE:
Lake
0.3
E
0.1
E
0.02 1 E 0.05 7 E 1 0
Detroit River ————— 0.3 7 —————— : ——— : ——— : ———
Tributaries
————— 0.05 7 ————— I
———
I --—
I ———
HURON‘
Lake
0.2
E
0.1
E
0.02 7 E 0.05 7 E 1 0
St. Marys River ————— 0.2 ?—————— I ——- I ——— I ——-
Mackinaw Strait ————— 0.3 ?—————— I ——— I —-— I ———
Tributaries
————— 0.05 7 ————— I
—-—
I
——-
I
---
MIC
HIG
AN:
:
g
:
:
Lake 0.2 7 ' 0 1 7 : 0.04 : 0.05 7 : 1.0 7
Tributaries
----- 0.05 7 ————— I
———
I ---
I ———
SUPERIOR:
:
:
:
:
Lake 0.1 ' 0.1 : 0.02 7 : 0.05 7 : 0.5
Tributaries
----- 0.05 ? ————— I
---
I
———
I ——-
   
Lindane (gamma-HCH) is the principal ingredient in formulations of the
hexachlorocyclohexane (HCH, also called BHC) pesticide that is currently
used.
It is readily converted in the environment to other isomers —- to the
alpha- isomer (a—HCH) in the atmosphere and to the beta- isomer in fish
and mammals.
The combination of lindane plus a—HCH is the most prominent
of
all
of
the
organic
contaminants
observed
in
the
atmosphere
on
the
Critical Pollutant list and data for these two compounds are found in Tables
15 and T6, respectively.
Over the period during which these two compounds
have
been
observed
in
rain
from
the
Great
Lakes
(l977—present),
concentration levels have not decreased and may even have risen somewhat.
There is a small amount of data available on levels in water and sediments,
but most of this is water data.
Mass balance modeling will therefore be
difficult and a critical
parameter for a dynamic model
will
be the
degradation rate in water and sediment.
DDT (and its associated degradation products DDE and DDD or TDE) are
found in most samples which have been examined.
The levels in Great Lakes
rain appear to have decreased somewhat over the past ten years and what are
believed
to
be realistic
levels
for the present are recommended
in
Table 17.
Water and air levels have had to be estimated for lakes other
than Ontario and Superior but the recommended values are believed to be
appropriate, based on the lack of differences between other compartments of
these waterbodies.
Data for suspended solids, an important component of the
aquatic compartment, are missing and this should be corrected if effective
modeling of these lakes is to be attempted.
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TABLE 15. Lindane (gamma—hexach10r0cyc1ohexane) in the Great Lakes.
C O N C E N T R A T I 0 N S
NATER E ggfﬁggDED E SEDIMENT E A I R E RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) 1 (ng/L) 1 (pg/g) 1 (ng/ma) 1 (ng/L)
ONTARIO: 1 1 1 1
Lake 2.0 ‘ 0.2 1 0.005 1 0.2 ? 1 6 O
Niagara River ————— 2.0 —————— 1 ——— : ——— : __-
Tributaries ----- 0.1 —————— 1 ——— E —-— E __—
ERIE: 1 1 1 1
Lake 2.0 ? ' 0.2 ? 1 0.001 1 0 2 ? : 5 0
Detroit River ————— 1.0 ------ 1 ——— 1 ——— 1 ———
Tributaries ————— 0.1 ? —————— : ___ E ___ : --_
HURON: 1 1 1 1
Lake 0.6 1 0.1 1 0.0005 : 0 2 ? 1 4.0 ?
St. Marys River ----- 0.7 —————— 1 ——— : ——— : —-—
Mackinaw River ————— 0.7 ? —————— 1 -—— : -—— E ———
Tributaries ----- 0.1 ? —————— 1 ——— E ——— E -——
MICHIGAN: 1 1 1 1
Lake 0.6 ? ' 0.1 7 1 0.0005 : 0 2 ? : 5.0 ?
Tributaries ————— 0.1 7 ------ E ——— : ——— E __-
SUPERIOR: 1 1 1 1
Lake 0.6 ' 0.1 : 0.0001 : 0 2 : 4 0
Tributaries ————— 0.1 7 ------ E —-- E ——— E ___
TABLE 16. A1pha—hexach1orocyc1ohexane (a-HCH) in the Great Lakes.
C O N C E N T R A T I O N S
NATER E ggigggoED E SEDIMENT E A I R E RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) 1 (ng/L) 1 (pg/g) 1 (ng/ms) 1 (ng/L)
ONTARIO‘ Lake 6.0 E 1.0 E 0.002 E 0.5 1 E 10.0
Niagara River ——-- 10.0 ———————— E ___ E ___ E ___
Tr
ib
ut
ar
ie
s
——
——
—
1,0
__
__
__
__
:
__
_
:
__
_
:
__
_
ERIE‘ Lake 9.0 ?E 1.0 ? E 0.002 E 0 5 ? E 10.0
Detroit River ———- 10.0 ———————— E -—— E ___ E ___
Tributaries ----- 1.0 7 —————— E ___ E ___ E ___
HURON‘ Lake 9.0 E 1.0 E 0.001 E 0.5 1 E 10.0
St. Marys River ————— 2.0 ? —————— E ___ E ___ E _-_
Mackinaw Strait ——-- 10.0 ? —————— E ___ E ___ E ___
Tributaries ————— 1.0 ? —————— E -__ E ___ E _-_
MICHIGAN: E 3 i E
Lake 9.0 ?' 1.0 ? 1 0.001 : 0.5 ? : 10.0 ?
Tri
but
ari
es
___
__
1,0
___
___
__
:
___
:
___
:
___
SUPERIOR: E i i 3
Lake
2.0 ?'
0.2 ?
:
0.0008 1
0 5
1
10.0
Tri
but
ari
es
———
——
1.0
___
___
__
E
___
:
___
:
___
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TABLE T7. Totai DDT residues in the Great Lakes.
c 0 N c E N T R A T I 0 N s I
I SUSPENDED I I I
WATER : SOLIDS : SEDIMENT : A I E : RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) I (ng/L) I (pg/g) I (ng/m ) I (ng/L)
ONTARIO: Lake 0.1 I 0.1 E 0.05 E 0.1 E 0.5
Niagara River ————— 0.4 ———————— I ——— I --— I ———
Tributaries ————— 0.05 ——————— I ~-- I ——— I ——— I
ERIE: Lake 0.1 7 I 0.1 7 E 0.03 E 0 1 7 E 0 5 2
Detroit River ————— 1.5 ———————— I ——— I —-— I ———
Tributaries ————— 0.05 ——————— I ——— I ——— I -——
HURON: Lake 0.1 7 E 0.1 7 E 0.04 E 0 1 7 E 0 3 7
St. Marys River ————— 0.2 ? —————— I ——— I ——- I —--
Mackinaw Strait ————— 0.2 ? ------ I --— I ——— I ———
Tributaries ----- 0.05 ? ————— I ——— I --- I ———
MICHIGAN: I I I I 3
Lake 0.] ? ' 0.1 ? I 0.05 I O T 7 I 0 3 ? .
Tributaries ----- 0.05 ? ————— I -—— I ——— I ——— i
SUPERIOR: I I I I I
Lake 0.] ' 0.1 I 0.008 I 0 1 I 0 3 I
Tributaries ----- 0.05 ? ----- I -—— I —-— I —-- a
1
TABLE 18. Toxaphene in the Great Lakes. I
C O N C E N T R A T I O N S
I SUSPENDED I I I
WATER : SOLIDS : SEDIMENT : A I E : RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) I (ng/L) I (pg/g) I (ng/m ) I (ng/L)
ONTARIO‘ Lake 0.4 7E 0.2 7 I ——— E 0.1 7 E ———
Niagara River ————— 0.6 ? ------ I ——— I --- I ——-
Tributaries ——— I --- I -—— I --- I ———
ERIE‘ Lake 0.4 7E 0.2 7 E ——— E 0 1 7 E ——_
Detroit River ----- 0.6 ? —————— I ——— I ——— I ---
Tributaries ——- I -—— I --- I -—— I --— I
HURON!
'
0.4
E
0.2
7
E
——-
I
0
1
7
I
---
I
' St. Marys River ----- 0.6 ? ------ I ——- I --- I ——— I
Mackinaw Strait ----- 0.6 ? ------ I ——— I -—- I ——— g
Tributaries --- I ~—- I -—— I --— I ——- I
MICHIGAN: I I I I I
Lake 0.4 ?I 0.2 ? I --— I O 3 I --- ;
Tributaries ——- I -—- I —-- I -—- I ——- :
SUPERIOR: : : : I I
Lake 0.4 ?I 0 2 ? I --- I 0 T I ——- I
Tributaries ——— I ——— I -—— I --- I --- I
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Toxaphene is a major fish contaminant for which only a poor data base
exists in other media (Table 18). It has only recently been the object of
official surveillance activities and the complexities of its analysis have
prevented the rapid development of an extensive data base. The small number
of water samples give conflicting results as do the levels found in rain for
Lake Superior versus the other lakes. It should be noted, however, that
the restrictions placed on the use of this pesticide in 1982 largely
eliminated its further use. Present levels in these non—accumulating media
may reflect those decreased inputs. Data development in all media should be
undertaken to determine whether this is the case.
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Organic
and
inorganic
chemicals
are
deposited
in
water
by
wet
deposition, dry particle deposition and vapour exchange at the air—water
interface (vapour absorption).
The latter process may also result in the
loss of volatile species to the atmosphere from the water (volatilization).
Atmospheric transport and deposition of individual chemical species depends
on the distribution of the chemical between the particle and vapour phase
and the relative removal efficiencies of each via wet and dry deposition.
These processes are discussed in the following section.
Vapour—Particle Distribution
Atmospheric organic chemicals exist in the vapour phase and sorbed to
the total suspended particles (TSP). The processes by which trace organic
contaminants are removed from the atmosphere (wetfall + dry particle +
vapour deposition) and the quantity ultimately deposited on the water/land
surface depend on the distribution between the vapour and particle phases.
Partitioning between the gas and aerosol phases depends on contaminant
vapour pressure, the size, surface area and organic carbon content of the
aerosol and on the air temperature. The less volatile the compound, the
higher the affinity for TSP. Theoretical considerations (Junge 1978) and
laboratory and field measurements (Eisenreich et a1. 1981; Bidleman and
Foreman, 1987; McVeety 1986) indicated that PCBs, DDT, low—molecular weight
(MN) hydrocarbons and low MN PAHs exist primarily in the gas phase in
"clean" or rural airsheds while high MW PAHs and dioxins occur primarily in
the particle phase. In “dirty” or urban/industrial airsheds, a greater
fraction of the total atmospheric burden for a particular chemical will
occur in the particle phase.
Years ago, Junge (1978) presented a simp1ified theoretical model for
organic vapour adsorption to aerosol. The fraction of particle-bound
compound (o), solute vapour pressure (PV) and the particle surface area
per unit volume (9) available for physical adsorption were related by the
equation:
¢ = ce/(Pv + co) (1)
where c = constant (= 0.13 for many organic species of interest). This
model shows that ¢ in clean air environments (over the Great Lakes) is
small if Pv > 10‘6 torr. In this situation, in airsheds having low
TSP (1 to 20 pg/m3), most PCB congeners, DDT and low MN PAHs should
exist primarily in the vapour phase. Organic compounds having Pv
(10‘8 torr should exist in the particle phase. In reality, most high MN
organochlorines and PAHs exhibit Pv values between these extremes and
their distribution and atmospheric half-lives depend largely on TSP and
composition. Over the range of 9 expected in air (TSP 20 to
40 pg/m3; surface area = 1 to 3 m2/g) and assuming a PV value of
10—6 torr, ¢, the fraction in the particle phase, might be 20 to 30%;
similar to experimental estimates (Bidleman and Foreman, 1987).
The distribution of the organic chemical between the particle and
vapour-phase has been complicated by the measurement techniques applied.
The most commonly applied collection system employs a high or low volume
sampler that passes air through a glass fibre filter (>951 collection
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thel
ess,
Yama
saki
et
a1. (1984), Bidleman and Foreman (1987) and McVeety (1986) have shown in
field and laboratory investigations that PAHs and organochlorines are
distributed on aerosol particles in direct proportion to the PV according
to the equation (Yamasaki et al. 1984):
10g A[TSPJIF = m/T + b (2)
where A and F are the adsorbent-bound (i.e. vapour) and filter—bound (i e.
particle) concentrations, m and b are constants and T is temperature (°K).
Bidleman and Foreman (1987) show that the Yamasaki et a1. equation is
identical to that derived by Junge (1978) for physical adsorption of organic
vapours on aerosol. '
Thus, the distribution of organic compound between particle and vapour
phases at constant TSP is related directly to PV(L), the sub-cooled liquid
vapour pressure. At a given PV(L), a significantly greater fraction of
PAH is bound to particles than for OCs (Bidleman and Foreman, 1987). This
may be related to PAHs being planar molecules and able to physically bond to
a greater extent to surfaces whereas the OCs are mostly non-planar
molecules. Alternatively, there may be non-exchangeable PAHs on the inside
of atmospheric particles which are accessible by organic solvents in the
analytical work—up. Measurements in the field of particle—vapour
distributions in the atmosphere away from urban areas show that PCBs, low MN
PAHs and low MN dioxins and furans are operationally 80 to 100% in the
vapour phase, while high MN PAHs, dioxins and furans are <50% in the vapour
phase (Eisenreich et a1. 1981; Eitzer and Hites, 1987). Vapour phase
compounds can contribute a sizeable fraction of the atmospheric burden, but
both phases must be considered in transport and deposition processes where
the fluxes may not be reflected in the phase concentrations.
The composition and size distribution of aerosol particles sorbing
organic vapours is important in atmospheric deposition. Although relatively
little research has been done in this area, available data suggest that
hydrophobic or semi-volatile compounds of interest here are concentrated in
the sub—micrometer size fraction, as is organic carbon (Eisenreich et a1.
1981; Bidleman and Foreman, 1987; Andren and Strand, 1981). For some
compounds, however, a significant fraction of the contaminant mass is in
large particles which have relatively high deposition velocities.
In our calculations, the fraction of total atmospheric burden in each of
the particle and vapour phases for individual compounds is selected based on
theoretical, laboratory and field investigations. Listed below (in
Table 19) are selected values for the fraction of the total atmospheric
concentration for each chemical species of interest in the "vapour" phase;
(l-¢) in Junge's (1978) equation, A/(A+F) in Bidleman‘s formulation
(Foreman and Bidleman, 1987). The values assume: TSP z 20 to
40 pg/m3; the relationships established between A [TSP]/F and PV(L)
or PV(S), the solid vapour pressure, by Yamasaki et a1. (1984), Foreman
and Bidleman (1987) and McVeety (1986); and field—measured distributions.
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 TABLE l9.
Fraction of atmospheric pollutants in the vapour phase.
 
Chemical f vapour Chemical f vapour
Pb 0 BaP 0.2
Hg l.0 PCBs 0.8
Cd 0 HCB 0.7
As
0
Mirex
0.2
Dieldrin 0.9 Toxaphene 0.8
Y—HCH 0.9 t-DDT 0.7
a—HCH 0.9
Net Deposition
The mechanisms of wetfall removal of the chemical from the atmosphere
are very different for particle—associated compounds than for gas phase
compounds. The relative importance of these two processes depends on the
distribution of the organic compound between vapour and aerosol, particle
size distribution and Henry's Law constant (H). Non—reactive organic gases
will be scavenged by rain according to H if equilibrium between the gas and
aqueous phases is achieved (Slinn et al. l978; Ligocki et al. l985a). The
overall resistance to vapour absorption by rain is a result of resistances
in the air phase, in the liquid phase and a surface resistance (Peters
l983). Assuming surface resistance to be negligible, air resistance depends
on the relative velocity between the raindrop and air-phase. The
liquid-phase resistance depends on molecular diffusion in the hydrometeor
and internal air circulation in the droplet. In the absence of chemical
reactions in the droplet, an atmospheric gas should attain equilibrium with
a falling raindrop in about l0 m of fall (Slinn et al. l978; Scott l98l;
Ligocki et al. l985a). The position of this equilibrium is defined by H and
is a function of temperature (H increases by about a factor of two for each
l0°C increase in temperature, Ligocki et al. 1985a). For PCBs, H increases
by a factor of = 4 for each l0°C rise in temperature (Burkhardt et al.
l985). Perhaps more importantly, H values decrease with falling
temperatures, suggesting temperature-dependent changes in removal efficiency
from summer to winter seasons.
The total extent of organic compound scavenging by falling rain may be
estimated (Ligocki et al. 1985b) as:
w = mg (w) + up (4») (3)
where NT a overall scavenging coefficient of gases and particles by
hydrometeors and o is the fraction of the total atmospheric concentration
occurring in the particle phase and w , Np in equation 3 are the gas and
particle scavenging coefficients, respectively:
w = Cdiss, rain (4)
9 --—*Ef-——j——---
v, air
Np = Cp, rain (5)
Cp, air
3l
   
 In the above equations (and throughout the rest of the report), the first
subscript of "C" refers to the phase and the second subscript refers to
the media.
The phases are: T = total
p = particulate
diss = dissolved (aqueous)
v = vapour
The media are: rain = rain and snow
air = atmosphere
w = water
sed = sediment
NT is also defined as:
WT
=
CT,
rai
n
(6)
CT, air
An atmospheric organic vapour attaining equilibrium with a falling
raindrop is scavenged from the atmosphere inversely proportional to H, i.e.:
w = RT (7)
g H
where R is the universal gas constant, T is temperature (°K) and H = Henry's
Law constant. The surface flux of vapour—phase organic compound removed by
rain becomes: .
Fg = ° P ° CV, air
where P is annual rainfall intensity and CV, air is the concentration of
organic vapour in the atmosphere, also given by (l-¢)CT’ air.
Field determined NT values are often substantially larger than those
estimated using Hg values based on H for many organic compounds having
PV 5 2 l0'5 torr. This suggests that particle scavenging by
precipitation is an important flux term. Slinn et al. (l978), Scott (l98l),
Eisenreich et al. (l98l), Bidleman and Foreman (l987), Peters (l983) and
others have estimated N values. Ligocki et al. (l985a) have recently
reported gas scavenging coefficients for a variety of nonpolar organic
compounds measured in the field in Portland, Oregon. Tables 20 and 2l,
taken from their paper, compare the field—determined N values to those
estimated (a) from consideration of H and ambient temperatures. They
obtained N values ranging from 3 to 105 (dimensionless) while field
Hg values were calculated as:
C . .
N
9
=
(
l
0
3
L
/
m
3
)
=
d
1
5
5
,
r
a
i
n
(
n
g
/
L
)
(
9
)
C
V
.
a
i
r
(
n
g
/
m
3
)
The values for N9 were underestimated by factors of 3 to 6 using
H data at 25°C and applying relationship (7): N9 (= a) = RT/H. By
correcting published H values for ambient temperatures of 5 to 9°C,
equilibrium between the atmospheric gas and dissolved constituent in rain
was demonstrated for several PAHs and other low MN compounds. Based on
these results, temperature—corrected N values (estimated from H) may be
used to estimate organic vapour concen rations in the atmosphere if rain
concentrations are known.
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 TABLE 20.
Mean dissolved concentrations (ng L-12sd), mean gas phase
concentrations (ng m‘32sd), correlations between rain and air data
and gas scavenging coefficients; (Table 3, from Ligocki et al. 1985a).
 
AN CONCENTRATIONS
 
H E CORRELATION H5 (leas) a. (lit)
Coupound R A I N A I R ('2) C 25 C Ref'1
Tetrachloroethene 4.6 2 3.4 1200. 2 690. 0.97 3.6 2 1.1 1.0 2.
Trichloroethene 5.6 2 5.6 1500. 2 1300. 0.81 3.7 2 1.3 2.4 2.
Hesitylene 5.1 2 2.5 430. 2 220. 0.82 12. 2 3. 4.5 2.
Toluene 88. 2 75.(5)11’ 3800. 2 2400. 0.97 21. 2 5(5) 3.7 l.
Durene 2.9 2 1.3 120. 2 70. 0.73 26. 2 9 1.0 2.
1,2,4—Tri-ethy1benzene 30. 2 14. 1300. 2 800. 0.33 27. 2 9 4.2 1.
Ethylbenzene 34. 2 21. 1300. 2 700. 0.75 27. 2 11 3.7 1.
n + p—Xylene 110. 2 73 3400. 2 2000 0.68 33. 2 17 3.51 2.
o—Xylene 45. 2 31 1300. 2 690 0.79 35. 2 IS 4.8 2.
1,4—Di
chloro
benzen
e
4.8 2
1.2
120
2 32
0.21
39. 2
10(6)
8.2
1.
1.2—Di
ch10ro
benzen
e
0.26 2
0.20(5
)
5.8 2
2.3
0.91
46.
2
13(5)
12.
1.
1,2.4—
Trichl
oroben
zene
0.25 2
0.17(3
)
3.8 2
0.4
——-§
66. 2
51(3)
11.
l.
CI-nap
thalen
es
17.
2 6.
91.
2 35
.
0.87
190.
2 3
2
66.1
2.
Naphth
alene
100.
2 32.
450.
2 220
.
0.37
250.
2 7
3
59.
2.3.
Z—Meth
ylnaph
thalen
e
45.
2 16.
200.
2 120
.
0.67
250.
2 7
8.
48.
2.
1—Meth
y1naph
thalen
e.
29.
2 11.
96.
2 54
.
0.78
330.
2 1
00.
56.
2.
Dibenzofuran. l7. 2 6. 19. 2 5. 0.69 930. 2 180.
Acenap
hthene
.
5.4 2
2.0
5.5
2 1
.9
0.16
1000.
2 31
0.
250.
3,4.
Anthra
cene.
5.1
2 2.
0
2.8
2
1.0
0.48
1900.
2 60
0.
680.
3,4.
Fluore
ne
14
2 4
9.5
2
2.4
0.16
1500.
2 39
0
350
3,4
Acenap
hythle
ne
37
2 13
28
2 16
(4)
0.28
1600
2 50
0(4)
72
3,4
Nethylphenanthrenes. 30. 2 8. 13 2 3. 0.09 2500. 2 800.
Dibenzothiophene. 4.1 2 2.1 1.5 2 0.5 0.59 2500. 2 900.
Phenan
threne
.
90
2 26.
27
2
7.
0 36
3400.
2 74
0.
1100.
3,4
Benzolelpyrene. 0.37 2 0.20(2) 0.03 2 0.01(5) ———— 5800(1).
Pyrene
.
39.
2 13.
6.8 2
1.9
0.09
5900.
2 18
00.
2900.
3.4
Fluora
nthene
.
48.
2 17.
7.8 2
2.0
0 20
6300.
2 200
0.
2400.
3.4
8enzo[
b+j+k]
f1uora
nthene
. 1
.6 2
1.9(2)
0.11 2
0.14(5
) —
-——
7400.
2 13
00.(2)
1300.
“
l.
9-11uorenone. 79. 2 21. 7.0 2 1.7 0.52 11,000. 2 2200.
8enz[a
]anthr
acene.
3.3 2
1.0.
0.28 2
0.07
0.06
12,000
. 2
4900.
4300.
3,4.
Chryse
ne.
7.9 2
2.8.
0.45 2
0.07
0.00
18.000
. 2
6500.
23,000
.
1.
Diethy
lpntha
late.
59.
2 30.
2.7
2 0
4(4)
0.03
20.000
. 21
2.000.
(4)
21,000
.
1.
Dioctylphthalate. 2.6 2 0.8(6). 0.39 2 0.39(5) --—— 20,000. 220,000.(4)
9.10—Antnracenedione. 67. 2 26. 2.5 2 0.8 0.64 27.000. 2 7000.
a—HCH.
ll.
2 3.
0.34
2 0
.05.
0.48
31,000
. 2
6900.
4200.
1.
Dibuty
lphtna
late.
46.
2 10.
0.37(1
)
————
110,00
0(1).
87.000
.
1.
‘ - Average temperature during sampling.
#1 - Mabey et a1. 1982. § - Correlation not computed for fewer than four points.
2 - Hackay and Shiu. 1981. l = Average of the values for m—xylene and p-xylene.
3 - Sonnefleld et a1. 1983. l = Value for 1—ethylnaphtha1ene.
4 - Pearlman et a1. 1984. “ - Average of the values for benzoIblfluoranthene and
ﬁ‘ - Number of samples, if other than seven benzo[k]f1uoranthene.
PreCipitation scavenging coeffiCients of particles containing sorbed
organic or inorganic speCies (N ) can Similarly be used to calculate
surface fluxes (Ligocki et a1. 19 5b):
Fp = wp ' P ' Cp, air = “p ' P ' CT, air 9 (‘0)
where F is the wet particle flux and C ,
contaminant iri the atmospheric particulates.
(1975) and Slinn (1983) estimate N
trace metals as 2 103 to
order of 106.
type of meteorological
water and is hygroscopic;
probably carbonaceous particle that is not readily incorporated into cloud
Aerosol collected over Lake Michigan was about 7 to 50% organic
in size (Andren and Strand,
water.
carbon and was sub—micrometer
(1983) argues that even carbonaceous particles age into more hygroscopic
particles during transport.
33
105 f0?
air
.01
may range from
values
103 to 105.
is the concentration of
Slinn et al.
values for below-cloud scavenging of
to 1.0 pm particles.
(1981) suggests that in—cloud scavenging may produce N
(1978), Gatz
Scott
in the
Depending on particle size, precipitation intensity and
event, N
higher values imply that the aerosol is readily incorporated into cloud
The
the lower values suggest a non—hygroscopic,
1981). Slinn
The relationship between concentrations in rain
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 and precipitation intensity also imply whether in-cloud or below—cloud
scavenging is operative. In a convective system, the concentration of
scavenged particles in rain reaching the surface is independent of duration
and amount of precipitation (Hicks et al. 1986). Below—cloud scavenging of
particles by rain reduces the number of particles below the cloud and
additional rain dilutes the concentration of previously deposited chemicals
in rain.
TABLE 21. Comparison of field gas scavenging coefficient (W ) values to
temperature—dependent values for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(Table 4, in Ligocki et al. 1985a).
SAMPLE DATE AND MEASUREMENTS
 
2/12-2/13 2/14—2/15 2/20-2/21 2/23-2/24 2/29-3/1 3/16-3/20 4/11—4/12 Average
°C 7’C 9°C
Compound 8°C 6 5°C 9°C 8°C Hg/n
Naphthalene Hg 160 340 240 290 140 270 290
a 190 220 240 200 170 170 190
light 0.86 1.6 1.0 1.5 0.81 1.6 1.5 1.3
Fluorene Hg 1, 200 2 , 200 1, 500 1, 300 930 1, 500 1, 500
a 1,200 1,400 1,500 1,300 1,100 1,100 1,200
high: 1.0 1.6 1.0 1.0 0.84 1.4 1.2 1.1
Phenanthrene Hg 2,900 3,400 3,900 4,100 2,100 4,000 3,300
a 3.600 4,300 4,700 3,900 3,300 3,300 3,600
Hg/a 0.81 1.6 0.84 1.1 0.62 1.2 0.91 0.90
Anthracene Hg 1,000 2,100 1,800 2 .100 1,400 2,700 2,000
a. 2,300 2,700 2,900 2,500 2,200 2,200 2,300
wg/a 0.43 0.78 0.60 0.84 0.63 1.2 0.85 0.76
Fluoranthrene Hg 5,100 6,000 6,900 7,000 3,500 9,900 5,400
a 6,000 7,100 7,600 6,500 5,600 5,600 6,000
high: 0.85 0.85 0.91. 1.1 0.63 1.8 0.90 1.0
Pyrene Hg 5,000 6,200 6,600 7,000 3,000 8,600 4,800
a 9,800 12,000 13,000 11,000 8,700 8,700 9,800
Hg/a 0.51 0.52 0.51 0.64 0.34 0.99 0.49 0.57
Benz[a]anthracene Hg 11,000 14,000 22,000 13,000 8,000 9,400 7,300
a 8,700 9,800 10,000 9,300 8,200 8,200 8,700
Hg/o 1.3 1.4 2.2 1.4 0.98 1.1 0.84 1.3
The most comprehensive study of particle—bound chemical scavenging by
precipitation was conducted by Ligocki et al. (1985b). Tables 22 and 23,
taken from their paper, list Np values of 102 to 105 for a series
of PAHs, alkanes and phthalates. In general, N values are consistent
with below-cloud and in-cloud scavenging for PAHs, in which the compounds
with higher scavenging ratios were associated more frequently with large
particles. Particle scavenging ratios for trace metals as reported by Gatz
(1975), Talbot and Andren (1983), Settle and Patterson (1982), Slinn (1983),
Arimoto and Duce (1987) and others are on the order of 104 to 105.
To adequately predict these Nps, detailed information on particle-size
distribution, atmospheric concentrations in particle—size ranges and
detailed meteorological parameters are needed.
The total wet surface flux (vapour + particle) of organic compounds in
the atmosphere may therefore be estimated from:
FT
,W
=
NT
0
P
0
CT
,
ai
r
=
[W
g
+
Np
¢]
.
P
.
CT
,
ai
r
(1
1)
= {—81} (1—¢) + wp d] o P - CT, air (12)
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 TABLE 22.
Particle scavenging coefficients (N ) for neutral organic
compounds during the rain events in Portland, Oregon in 1984
(Table 3, from Ligocki et al. 1985a).
 
“p
2/12—2/13 2/14—2/15 2/20—2/21 2/23—2/24 2/29—3/1 3/16—3/20 4/11—4/12
frontal weak cold warm cold
Compound NH cyclone storm showers front front showers front
POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS AND DERIVATIVES
Dibenzofurans 168 NA‘ 4.900 23,000 NA 9.300 5,500 NA
Fluorene 166 NA NA 34,000 NA 8,200 2,400 NA
9~Fluorenone 180 29.000 NA NA 9,000 17,000 1.900 18.000
Phenanthrene + Anthracene 178 19.000 2.500 38,000 5.600 17.000 15.000 22.000
Methylphenanthrenes 192 19,000 NA 15.000 3,400 11,000 NA NA
Fluoranthene 202 2,600 1.700 13,000 3,500 10,000 20,000 14,000
Pyrene 202 2.600 1.700 13.000 3,600 10,000 20,000 14,000
9.10—Anthracenedione 208 1,700 NA 2.600 1,400 3,900 NA NA
Benz[a]anthracene 228 640 410 1.300 400 2.300 2,600 1.100
Chrysene 228 1.700 1.100 3.500 1.200 4.500 3,800 2.400
7 -8enz[de]anthracenone 230 560 NA 1,100 900 2,700 NA NA
Benzo[b + j + k]f1uoranthene 252 1,300 430 2.700 3,200 4,900 2.100 900
8enzo[e]pyrene 252 1,400 430 3.000 2,800 4.500 1.700 290
8enzo[u]pyrene 252 580 180 2.500 1.200 3,900 NA NA
Perylene 252 630 NA 2,600 920 3,000 NA NA
Benzo[ghi ]pery1ene 276 1,300 NA 4.200 3.900 5,800 NA 290
Coronene 300 2 ,000 NA 1. 800 NA 14 .000 NA NA
Average of PAH: with Hw< 202 15,000 2,900 24.000 5.000 12,000 11,000 18,000
Average of PAHs with MH> 202 1,200 510 2,500 1.800 5,000 2,600 1.000
ALKANES
Eicosane 282 21,000 NA 15.000 89.000 44.000 NA 32.000
Heneicosane 296 14,000 NA 16.000 76.000 46,000 10,000 12,000
Docosane 310 15,000 NA 12,000 63,000 34,000 NA 6.300
Tricosane 324 27,000 3,900 16,000 29,000 44,000 NA 13,000
Tetracosane 338 10.000 NA 18,000 NA 27.000 NA 6.400
Pentacosane 352 47,000 5,000 11.000 26.000 29.000 NA 22,000
Hexacosane 366 NA 3.300 14,000 NA 36,000 NA 7,000
Average of alkanes 22,000 4,100 15,000 57,000 37,000 10,000 14,000
PHTHALATE ESTERS
Butylbenzylphthalate 298 1,000 NA 13.000 10,000 NA NA NA
8is[2—ethy1hexy1]phthalate 391 9.100 NA 37,000 15,000 NA NA NA
Dioctylphthalate 391 29,000 NA 15,000 65,000 NA 35,000 25,000
Average of phthalates 13,000 NA 22.000 30,000 NA 35,000 25,000
Due to uncertainties in the distribution of compounds between the aerosol
and vapour phases (¢) and in Hg, N and H, total wet atmospheric
fluxes are most often calculated on the basis of concentrations measured in
the field as wet—only deposition (CT, rain), annual precipitation amount
(P) and lake surface area (SA):
FT,w = CT, rain (pg/m3)-P(m/yr)¢SA(m2) = pg/yr (13)
These fluxes should be used to check the validity of those calculated by
equation (12) and hence to verify the parameters used there.
Drv Particle Deposition
The dry deposition of particle—bound organic/inorganic compounds onto a
receptor surface depends on the nature of the deposition surface, particle
size and macro— and micro- meteorology. Particles occurring in the
atmosphere are distributed in two and perhaps three size modes (Figure 2;
Slinn 1983). The smallest particles ((0.1 pm) are largely derived from
gas—to—particle conversion in the atmosphere and are secondary products of
air pollutant emission. These are removed mostly by particle coagulation.
The accumulation mode (2 0.1 - 2 pm) is the result of coagulation
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.
The
par
tic
le
dep
osi
tio
n
vel
oci
ty,
Vd’
h,
may
be
vie
wed
as
a
res
ult
of
a
ser
ies
of
res
ist
anc
es
in
tra
nsf
er
fro
m
the
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l—m
ixe
d
atm
osp
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e
to
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sur
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e
(Fi
gur
e
3):
Vd’h = l/(ra + rb + rc) (16)
where ra, rb and rC are the aerodynamic, sub-layer and subsurface
resistances, respectively, and C ’h is the particulate-bound chemical
concentration at a reference height, h. If the subsurface resistance rc,
is
assu
med
to
be
zero
, t
hen
the
aero
dyna
mic
resi
stan
ces,
ra
and
rb,
may
be estimated from local measurements of uh, mean wind speed at a specified
height and t , a measure of local atmospheric stability. The resistance
model is then not unlike the two—layer dry deposition models discussed by
Slinn and Slinn (l980), Slinn (l983), Williams (l982), Giorgi (l986) and
references therein. The two-layer model consists of a constant flux where
particle transfer is dominated by turbulence in the air layer and an
atmospheric deposition layer where transfer is dominated by diffusion,
interception, impaction and settling. Slinn and Slinn (1980) proposed that
deposition was controlled by particle growth in the deposition layer over
water due to condensation of water vapour (at relative humidities >98%) and
subsequent enhanced settling.
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TABLE 23.
Mean partic1e scavenging coefficients, mean gas scavenging
coefficients* and overa11 scavenging coefficients for neutra1 organic
compounds (*Tab1e 4, from Ligocki et a1. 1985b).
 
Dominant3
Comp
ound
Mean
¢1
Mean
Np
Mean
Ng
Mean
NT2
scav
mech
.
a—HC
H
0.0
NA1
31,0
00
31,0
00
g
Diet
hy1p
htha
1ate
0.0
NA
20,0
00
20,0
00
g
Dibe
nzof
uran
0.00
8
11,0
00
930
1,00
0
g
F1uo
rene
0.00
9
15,0
00
1,50
0
1,60
0
g
Phen
anth
rene
+ An
thra
cene
0.01
1
17,0
00
3,30
0
3,50
0
g
9—F1
uore
none
0.02
1
15,0
00
11,0
00
11,0
00
g
Met
hy1
phe
nan
thr
ene
s
0.0
27
13,
000
2,5
00
'
. 2,
800
g
F1u
ora
nth
ene
0.0
53
11,
000
6,3
00
I
6,6
00
g
Pyr
ene
0.0
71
9,3
00
5,9
00
6,1
00
g
Eic
osa
ne
0.1
4
40,
000
NA
5,6
00
p
9,1
0-A
nth
rac
ene
dio
ne
0.2
1
2,4
00
27,
000
22,
000
g
Hen
eic
osa
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0.4
1
32,
000
NA
13,
000
p
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1ph
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1at
e
0.5
6
36,
000
20,
000
30,
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p
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0.6
1
27,
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17,
000
p
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yse
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2,6
00
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00
g
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0.7
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0.9
8
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zoE
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k]f
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0.9
8
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22,
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ne
1.0
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16,
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23,
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p
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e
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15,
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15,
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p
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[2—
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y1h
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1]p
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te
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20,
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p
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er
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e
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3,1
00
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00
p
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one
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00
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00
p
1 ¢
=
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o1
1/
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ap
ou
r
+
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.
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=
Np
¢
+
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—¢
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3 g
=
gas
;
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e.
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=
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t
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1a
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FIGURE 2. Major sources of atmospheric aerosol particles, "typical"
surface-area distributions of particles in surface—level air and
indications of the major sinks (Slinn l983).
—F/Cz
vd, deposition velocity
l/(ra + rb + rc)
C = concentration at height 2
ra, aerodynamic resistance
7, rb, sublayer resistance
, CS, surface concentration
rc, subsurface resistance
C assumed zero
55’ subsurface concentrations
All resistances are for conceptual horizontal layers
  
1 FIGURE 3. Simplified model of dry deposition
3 (from M. Neseley, ANL, in Eisenreich l986).
38 38
Amechanism
proposed
by
Jenkin
(1984)
and
Giorgi
(1986)
calculated
deposition velocities for 0.1 — 1.0 pm particles over the ocean to be 0.01
to
0.1
cm/s,
in
general
agreement
with
experimental
data.
Deposition
velocity
estimates
(vd,h
i.e.
l/(ra
+
rb)
for
the
Great
Lakes,
based
on seasonal atmospheric stabilities, varied with season producing values of
0.5 to 1.0 cm/s in summer and up to 1.7 cm/s in the colder months (Neseley
in Eisenreich
1986).
Deposition velocities differ for different sized
particles and selection of Vd h based on an average particle size is an
oversimp1ification. The following data are considered essential to
adequately predict dry particle deposition (Eisenreich 1986):
Cp(r) : concentration as a function of particle size
u(h) : wind velocity at a reference height
Ts—TA : difference in surface and atmospheric temperatures
RH : relative humidity
o(r) : particle density as a function of particle size
D(r) : molecular diffusivity as a function of particle size
Oc : organic carbon content
TSP : total suspended particle concentrations
These parameters may be used in various dry deposition models (e g. Giorgi
1986; Slinn 1983; Williams 1982) to quantify dry particle deposition.
Numerous strategies exist to estimate dry deposition (Table 24) and then
should be assessed to determine which have utility for this purpose.
TABLE 24. Dry deposition estimation strategies*.
 
SURFACE ANALYSIS METHODS ATMOSPHERIC FLUX METHODS
Aerodynamically designed surfaces Tower—based Eddy correlation
Foliar extraction Vertical gradient measurements
Using throughfall to estimate Eddy correlation from aircraft
dry deposition
Aerometric mass balance studies
Cloud droplet collection
Multiple, artificial tracers
Watershed mass balance
' Eddy accumulation
Isotopic approaches
Variance techniques
Snow sampling
Surface analysis methods
* from NAPAP Workshop on Dry Deposition, Harpers Ferry, NV, 25-27 March 1986.
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Dry
part
icle
depo
siti
on
velo
citi
es
have
been
esti
mate
d f
rom
depo
siti
on
to
arti
fici
al
surf
aces
(gra
ss,
tree
s,
filt
er
pape
r,
glas
s,
tefl
on
or
Al
plat
es
and
plat
es
coat
ed
with
hydr
ophi
lic
subs
tanc
es
such
as
glyc
erol
and
ethy
lene
glyc
ol).
The
crit
icis
m i
s m
ade
that
thes
e s
urfa
ces
do
not
adeq
uate
ly
mimi
c
lake
surf
aces
unde
r
vari
able
wind
cond
itio
ns,
but
measurements over the lakes have been largely unsuccessful. One appropriate
stra
tegy
to
esti
mate
dry
part
icle
depo
siti
on
is t
o es
tima
te
Vd h
week
ly
or
mont
hly
base
d on
part
icle
size
dist
ribu
tion
s a
nd
atmo
sphe
ric
stab
ilit
ies
for
specific chemical constituents. This approach is being used by Eva Voldner
(AES, personal communication) to estimate monthly dry particle fluxes.
Table 25 lists a compilation of selected dry deposition velocities for
organic and inorganic species either inferred from field measurements or
calculations (c.f. McVeety 1986). The Vd's generally range from 0.1 to
1.0 cm/s, not unlike those recently reviewed by Garland (1983), Slinn et a1.
(1978) and Sehmel (1980) for aerosol and gas deposition to soils, grass,
crops, trees, water and snow. Most of these estimates are derived from the
relationship of atmospheric concentration and measured flux in equation 15.
Application of this strategy requires a careful separation of particulate
and vapour phase species and measurement of particle-size distribution and
of chemical concentrations. This, of course, is not a difficulty with trace
metals which do not exhibit a vapour phase at ambient temperature (except
for Hg and a few others).
Measurements required to assess dry deposition need to be Inade on an
event basis during unstable atmospheric periods and periodically during
stable periods. This assumes that particle deposition tends to concentrate
during intense, episodic periods. Large particles settle out of the
atmosphere near emission sources and have high Vd’h's. Therefore, dry
particle deposition may be dominated by large particle fallout near sources
(i.e. urban/industrial centers) (Murphy 1984; Eisenreich l986).
Precipitation scavenging of fine particles is usually more important
than dry particle deposition away fromemission sources. Slinn (1983)
argues that wet and dry deposition velocities (Vw h, Vd h) are about
equal (1 cm/s) over inland lakes averaged annually for’ micron—sized
particles. Over the oceans, Vw,h is greater. For the Great Lakes in
those cases where contaminants are associated with fine particles, wet
removal of particles is thought to be more important (Eisenreich 1987;
Mackay et a1. 1986).
The relative importance of wet versus dry deposition depends on the
proportion of atmospheric species in the gas and particle phases and the
relative efficiency with which each phase is removed:
. P ' CV, air) + ° P ' Cp’ air)] Atw
Vd ' Cp, air
where P and Atw (tw = time of wetfall) refer to the intensity and
duration of the wetfall event and other terms have been described
elsewhere. Based on atmospheric fluxes of A1, Pb and 21°Pb to a small,
remote lake, Talbot and Andren (1983) concluded that 70 — 80% of the Pb and
210Pb flux was due to wet deposition, while (40% of the A1 flux was
attributed to wet inputs. The major difference is that Pb and 21°Pb,
which are associated with sub—micron particles, are effectively removed by
precipitation scavenging and have low Vd,h's. Al, on the other hand, is
 
Rw/d = (17)
40
40
 derived from
1983) and Lake Superior (Eisenreich
scavenging of particulate
large
soil
inputs
of
PCBs
to
Lake
Michigan
(Swackhamer
and
Armstrong,
1986;
Andren
particles
PCBs
with small
scavenging by rain and dry particle deposition.
that have high Vd h's.
Atmospheric
1987) are dominated by precipitation
contributions
from vapour
TABLE 25. Dry deposition velocities.
Vd,h
Compound (cm/s) Comments
PAH—aerosol
0.99
Mass average
McVeety 1986
0.37 Mass median average ibid.
PAH—total 0.46 Mass (gas + aerosol) ibid.
PCB-aerosol 0.91 Geo. mean mineral oil- McClure 1976
coated teflon plates
p,p'-DDT 0.59 Geo. mean glycerine— Bidleman and
water coated plates Christensen, 1979
PCB—1254 total 0.16 Geo. mean ibid.
PCB—1016 total 0.038 Geo. mean ibid.
PCB—total 0.13 Geo. mean glycerol- Eisenreich et a1. 1981
coated glass plates
PCB,DDT aerosol 1 Estimated Bidleman et a1. 1976
PCB-aerosol 0.5 Estimated Doskey and Andren, 1981
0.02 Estimated Strand and Andren, 1980
$02 0.36 Geo. mean bucket Feely et a1. 1985
Trace metals 0.24 Tef1on plates particle Davidson et a1. 1983
size 0.28—0.87 pm
$0;2 0.13 Polycarbonate Lindberg and Lovett,
petri dishes 1985
K+2 0.75 ibid.
Catz 1.1 ibid.
14 elements 0.96 Geo. mean Crecelius 1981
Total (wet + dry)
modified from McVeety 1986.
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Th
e
ca
lc
ul
at
io
n
of
dr
y
pa
rt
ic
le
fl
ux
es
of
ch
em
ic
al
sp
ec
ie
s
to
th
e
Gr
ea
t
Lakes is based on:
Fp,
dry
=
’ C
p’
air
.
.
wh
er
e
al
l
te
rm
s
ar
e
as
be
fo
re
an
d
fd
r
is
th
e
ti
me
du
ri
ng
th
e
ye
ar
wh
en
it
is
no
t
ra
in
in
g
or
sn
ow
in
g.
A
va
lu
e
of
0.
1
cm
/s
wa
s
as
si
gn
ed
fo
r
Vd
’h
in
th
is
st
ud
y
bu
t
it
is
ne
ce
ss
ar
y
to
re
co
gn
iz
e
th
e
re
la
ti
ve
un
ce
rt
ai
nt
y
of
th
is
nu
mb
er
.
So
me
wo
rk
sh
op
pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts
fe
lt
th
e
ra
ng
e
of
de
po
si
ti
on
ve
lo
ci
ti
es
of
fi
ne
pa
rt
ic
le
s
ov
er
th
e
la
ke
sh
ou
ld
be
va
ri
ou
sl
y
0.
05
to
0.
2
cm
/s
.
Va
po
ur
Ex
ch
an
qe
at
th
e
Ai
r-
Wa
te
r
In
te
rf
ac
e
Tr
an
sf
er
of
or
ga
ni
c
va
po
ur
s
at
the
ai
r-
wa
te
r
in
te
rf
ac
e
is
fr
eq
ue
nt
ly
pr
ed
ic
te
d
fr
om
a
tw
o—
fi
lm
di
ff
us
io
n
mo
de
l
(L
is
s
an
d
Sl
at
er
,
l97
4;
Sm
it
h
et
al
.
l9
80
;
Ma
ck
ay
an
d
Yu
en
,
l9
83
;
An
dr
en
l9
83
;
Ei
se
nr
ei
ch
et
al
.
l9
81
;
Li
ss
l98
3).
In
th
is
mo
de
l,
th
e
ra
te
of
gas
tr
an
sf
er
be
tw
ee
n
we
ll
—m
ix
ed
ai
r
and
wa
te
r
re
se
rv
oi
rs
ac
ro
ss
th
e
qu
ie
sc
en
t
gas
an
d
li
qu
id
fi
lm
s
at
th
e
in
te
rf
ac
e
is
as
su
me
d
to
be
go
ve
rn
ed
by
mo
le
cu
la
r
di
ff
us
io
n
an
d
is
dr
iv
en
by
the
co
nc
en
tr
at
io
n
gr
ad
ie
nt
be
tw
ee
n
th
e
eq
ui
li
br
iu
m
co
nc
en
tr
at
io
ns
at
the
in
te
rf
ac
e
an
d
bu
lk
re
se
rv
oi
rs
.
For
st
ea
dy
—s
ta
te
tr
an
sf
er
,
th
e
va
po
ur
fl
ux
(FV) is governed by:
FV = (Cd‘iss’ w -
l/KOL = i/kQ + RT/Hkg (20)
and
K0
and
kg
and
k
are
the
ove
ral
l,
liq
uid
and
gas
mas
s
tra
nsf
er
coe
ffi
c1e
nts
(m/
d),
H
15
Hen
ry'
s
Law
con
sta
nt
(at
m
m3/
mol
),
R
is
the
uni
ver
sal
gas
con
sta
nt
(82
x
lO—
6
atm
m3/
mol
- °
K),
T
is
the
abs
olu
te
tem
per
atu
re
(°K
),
Cdi
ss,
w
is
the
dis
sol
ved
sol
ute
con
cen
tra
tio
n
in
wat
er
(mo
l/m
3)
and
Pv
15
the
sol
ute
par
tia
l
pre
ssu
re
in
the
atm
osp
her
e (
atm
.).
The
vol
ati
liz
ati
on/
ads
orp
tio
n r
ate
may
be
con
tro
lle
d b
y
resi
stan
ce
to
mass
tran
sfer
in
the
liqu
id
phas
e,
in
the
gas
phas
e o
r a
com
bin
ati
on
of
both
.
At
typi
cal
val
ues
of
kg
and
k
(20
and
200
0
cm/h
,
res
pec
tiv
ely
),
res
ist
anc
e t
o m
ass
tra
nsf
er
occ
urs
>
1 i
n t
he
liq
uid
pha
se
for
H
>4.
4
x
lO'3
atm
m3/
mol
.
For
the
ran
ge
of
com
pou
nds
con
sid
ere
d
here
,
H
ran
ges
fro
m
l.3
x
l0“3
to
2.5
x
l0“7
atm
m3/m
ol,
impl
ying
a f
ull
rang
e o
f l
iqui
d a
nd
gas
phas
e c
ontr
ol
of
the
tra
nsf
ers
.
Con
sid
eri
ng
a
ran
ge
of
PCB
con
gen
ers
,
60
to
90%
of
the
res
ist
anc
e o
ccu
rs
in
the
liq
uid
pha
se
at
25°
C (
298
°K)
.
Thi
s
imp
lie
s t
hat,
in
gene
ral,
slig
htly
solu
ble
PCBs
with
H
>l0'
4
atm
m3/m
ol
may
be
vola
tili
zed
from
wate
r;
the
tran
sfer
dire
ctio
n,
howe
ver,
is
esta
blis
hed
by
the concentration gradient.
An alternate parameterization of vapour exchange involves expressing the
conc
entr
atio
ns
in f
ugac
ity
term
s.
The
driv
ing
forc
e f
or v
apou
r t
rans
fer
is
fuga
city
and
a ki
neti
c t
erm
is
used
for
tran
spor
t (
Mack
ay
et
al.
l986
) a
s
follows:
FV = DAN (fw — ﬁg) (21)
l/DAN = l/(DN + DA) (22)
DA = kAZA Dw = kaN (23)
42
42
 Fugacity, f, is related to concentration, C, by the fugacity capacity Z
(mol/m3-atm, ZN = l/H and 2A = l/RT) where r = z"c. DAN, DA
and 0N are mass transfer terms having units of mol/(m2 - day -
atm.
).
Mack
ay
et
al.
(l98
6)
have
show
n t
hat
equa
tion
s l
9 a
nd
20
are
equi
vale
nt
to
equa
tion
s 2
l a
nd
22
. A
gain
, l
arge
valu
es
of
ll r
esul
t i
n
liqu
id—p
hase
cont
roll
ed
vola
tili
zati
on
and
can
resu
lt
in
rapi
d v
apou
r
tran
sfer
loss
to
the
atmo
sphe
re
give
n
an
appr
opri
ate
conc
entr
atio
n o
r
fugacity gradient.
The critical parameters in determining vapour exchange at the air—water
int
erf
ace
are
H,
Kg,
k
and
KOL
(or
H,
DAN,
DA
and
DH).
Hen
ry‘
s L
aw
Con
sta
nt
may
be
cal
cul
ate
d a
s t
he
rat
io
of
the
sub
—co
ole
d l
iqu
id
vap
our
pre
ssu
re
(atm
)
and
the
sat
ura
tio
n
aqu
eou
s
sol
ubi
lit
y
(mo
l/m
3)
or
may be measured directly by gas stripping.
The
ore
tic
al
and
exp
eri
men
tal
met
hod
s
to
est
ima
te
mas
s
tra
nsf
er
coe
ffi
cie
nts
in
the
fie
ld
for
gas
and
liq
uid
—ph
ase
con
tro
lle
d
org
ani
c
com
pou
nds
hav
e
bee
n
dev
elo
ped
.
Mac
kay
and
Yue
n
(l9
83)
hav
e
sug
ges
ted
equ
ati
ons
rel
ati
ng
env
iro
nme
nta
l
mas
s
tra
nsf
er
coe
ffi
cie
nts
bas
ed
on
Sch
mid
t
num
ber
(Sc
) a
nd
win
d
spe
ed
at
a r
efe
ren
ce
hei
ght
of
lo
m (
ulo
,
m/s
):
(24)
kg = 1.0-10'3 + 4.62-10'2-u* (ch)'°-57
k9 = l.0-l0“6 +3.4lol0 3°U*’(SCQ) or U ) ° m 5
(26)
kg
= l
.0-
l0’
6 +
l4.
4ol
0‘3
-u*
2-2
0(S
CQ)
'°-
5 f
or
u*
(0.
3 m
/s
whe
re
u*
=
(6.
l
+ 0
.63
- u
m)°
-5
' u
10
for
env
iro
nme
nta
l
app
lic
ati
ons
ove
r
wat
er.
The
se
val
ues
cor
res
pon
d
to
sti
ll—
air
tra
nsf
er
coe
ffi
cie
nts
of
Kg
=
(1.
0
i 0
.5)
x
lO'
6
m/s
(0.
086
m/d
)
and
kg
=
(1.
0
1
0.5
)
x
lo-
3
m/s
(86
.4
m/d
),
res
pec
tiv
ely
.
The
eff
ect
of
inc
rea
sin
g
win
dsp
eed
is
to
inc
rea
se
the
rat
e
of
mas
s
tra
nsf
er,
esp
eci
all
y f
or
liq
uid
—ph
ase
con
tro
lle
d
spe
cie
s.
Val
ues
of
Sc
and
SCQ
are
abo
ut
2
i
0.2
and
l00
0
:
200
,
res
pec
tiv
ely
,
for
org
ani
c
sol
ute
s
of
int
ere
st.
For
org
ani
c
com
pou
nds
of
hig
h
vol
ati
lit
y,
Smi
th
et
al.
(l9
80)
obt
ain
ed
vol
ati
liz
ati
on
rat
es
for
app
lic
ati
on
in
the
fie
ld
bas
ed
on
the
rat
io
of
the
eva
por
ati
on
rat
e
con
sta
nt
of
the
che
mic
al
to
the
oxy
gen
rea
era
tio
n c
ons
tan
t,
ka
C
whi
ch
is
con
sta
nt
for
vol
ati
le
sub
sta
nce
s
ove
r
a
wid
e
ran
ge
of
con
dit
ion
s.
If
k0
is
mea
sur
ed
or
est
ima
ted
in
a
nat
ura
l
wat
er,
the
n
kC
und
er
the
sam
e c
ond
iti
ons
may
be
est
ima
ted
fro
m:
c c o o
k = (DQ/DQ) - k (27)
whe
re
08
and
08
are
the
liq
uid
mol
ecu
lar
dif
fus
ion
coe
ffi
cie
nts
of
the
che
mi-
cal
and
oxy
gen
,
res
pec
tiv
ely
.
Thi
s
gen
era
l
app
roa
ch
is
mod
ifi
ed
to
inc
lud
e
tem
per
atu
re
and
com
bin
ed
gas
/li
qui
d
res
ist
anc
es
to
mas
s
tra
nsf
er
and
has
bee
n
use
d
by
Imb
ode
n
and
Sch
war
zen
bac
h
(l9
85)
to
mod
el
hig
h
vol
ati
lit
y
(br
omo
eth
ane
)
and
low
vol
ati
lit
y
(Ba
P)
che
mic
al
exc
han
ge
at
the
air
-wa
ter
int
erf
ace
.
Sev
era
l
res
ear
che
rs
hav
e u
sed
the
se
var
iou
s
app
roa
che
s
to
mod
el
PCB exchange in the Great Lakes.
One
tec
hni
que
for
est
ima
tin
g
KOL
for
PAH
s
and
the
ir
env
iro
nme
nta
l
cyc
lin
g
is
the
mas
s—b
ala
nce
app
roa
ch
(Mc
Vee
ty
l98
6).
In
thi
s
cas
e,
sou
rce
s
and
sin
ks
for
PAH
s
wer
e
mea
sur
ed
in
Sis
kiw
it
Lak
e
on
Isl
e
Roy
ale
,
Lak
e
Sup
eri
or,
fro
m
whi
ch
val
ues
of
KOL
and
Vd,
h
wer
e
inf
err
ed.
Her
e
KOL
val
ues
,
ave
rag
ed
ove
r
eig
ht
PAH
s,
wer
e
(0
l8
: 0
.06
)
m/d
.
The
se
val
ues
are
43 43
    
 co
mp
ar
ed
to
a
va
ri
et
y
of
KO
L
va
lu
es
es
ti
ma
te
d
fr
om
co
rr
el
at
io
ns
or
me
as
ur
ed
in
la
bo
ra
to
ry
or
fi
el
d
st
ud
ie
s
(T
ab
le
26)
.
For
the
ra
ng
e
of
co
mp
ou
nd
s
li
st
ed
,
KO
L
va
lu
es
of
0.
1
to
0.
3
m/
d
se
em
ap
pr
op
ri
at
e.
Th
e
ap
pr
oa
ch
fi
rs
t
use
d
in
thi
s
st
ud
y
was
to
ap
pl
y
a
si
ng
le
va
lu
e
for
KO
L
equ
al
to
0.1
m/
d
to
ca
lc
ul
at
io
ns
of
va
po
ur
tr
an
sf
er
ac
ro
ss
the
ai
r—
wa
te
r
in
te
rf
ac
e
at
a
co
ns
ta
nt
te
mp
er
at
ur
e,
T
=
15
°C
(2
88
°K
).
At
the
re
co
mm
en
da
ti
on
of
wo
rk
sh
op
pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts
,
a
KO
L
va
lu
e
was
ca
lc
ul
at
ed
fr
om
the
eq
ua
ti
on
s
(2
4-
26
)
li
st
ed
in
Ma
ck
ay
and
Yu
en
(1
98
3)
us
in
g
the
fo
ll
ow
in
g:
u10 = 5 m/s; u* = 0.1 m/d
kg
=
1.2
9 x
10'
3
m/s
;
kg
=
3.7
2
x
10'
6
m/s
T =
15°
C
(28
8°K
);
RT
= 2
.36
x
10‘
2
atm
m3/
mol
App
lic
ati
on
of
the
se
val
ues
and
H
usi
ng
equ
ati
ons
20
and
24
thr
oug
h
26
re
su
lt
ed
in
co
mp
ou
nd
-s
pe
ci
fi
c
KO
L
va
lu
es
as
fo
ll
ow
s
(m
/d
):
PCB
s
(12
54)
:
0.2
4
BaP
:
0.0
32
HC
B
:
0.3
1
Mi
re
x
:
0.
30
Die
ldr
in
:
0.0
012
Lin
dan
e
:
0.0
60
a-H
CH
:
0.1
5
Tox
aph
ene
:
0.0
079
p,p'—DDT : 0.21
The
se
val
ues
may
be
com
par
ed
wit
h
tho
se
fou
nd
by
oth
er
inv
est
iga
tor
s
and
presented in Table 26.
TAB
LE
26.
Liq
uid
-ph
ase
mas
s t
ran
sfe
r c
oef
fic
ien
ts
KOL
(modified from McVeety l986).
L
Compound ﬁ9d
PAH 0.18 i 0.06 McVeety 1986
PCB
0.2
Tho
man
n a
nd
DiT
oro
, 1
983
PCB 7 0.2 Richardson et al. 1983
PCB 0.24 Capel 1983
PCB 0.28 — 1.0 Bopp 1983
PCB 0.24 Tofflemire et al. 1983
PAH 0.20 - 0.44 cf. Mackay and Yuen, 1983
Anthracene 0.24 Strand and Yuen, 1980
BaP 0.21 ibid.
Phenanthrene 0.08 Imboden and Schwarzenbach, 1985
BaP 0.001 ibid.
HCB 0.10 ibid.
2,4,-dichlorobenzene 0.24 Schwarzenbach et a1. 1979
Vapour transfer across the air—water interface was calculated as:
wher
e a
ll
symb
ols
are
as
befo
re
and
fv
is
the
frac
tion
of
lake
surf
ace
area
not
cove
red
by
ice
on
an a
nnua
l a
vera
ge
basi
s.
The
H va
lues
used
have
not
been
corr
ecte
d f
or
temp
erat
ure
beca
use
insu
ffic
ient
data
are
avai
labl
e
to perform such corrections.
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 INPUT — OUTPUT (MASS BALANCE) CALCULATIONS
Inpu
ts
to
the
Grea
t L
akes
incl
ude
trib
utar
y a
nd
conn
ecti
ng
chan
nel
infl
ows,
wet
and
dry
atmo
sphe
ric
depo
siti
on,
dire
ct
disc
harg
e t
o t
he
lake
s
and
gro
und
wat
er
inf
low
s (
GH).
No
GN
dat
a a
nd
onl
y l
imi
ted
dir
ect
dis
cha
rge
dat
a a
re
ava
ila
ble
for
the
com
pou
nds
of
int
ere
st;
the
lat
ter
, h
owe
ver
, w
ere
inc
lud
ed
whe
re
ava
ila
ble
.
Fig
ure
4 p
ort
ray
s
the
con
tam
ina
nt
flu
x p
ath
way
s
con
sid
ere
d f
or
the
con
str
uct
ion
of
a c
hem
ica
l m
ass
bal
anc
e f
or
the
lak
es
and
Tab
le
27
lis
ts
the
sim
ple
ari
thm
eti
c e
xpr
ess
ion
s
use
d t
o c
alc
ula
te
inp
uts
and
out
put
s.
Inf
low
flux
(F1)
was
cal
cul
ate
d a
s t
he
pro
duc
t o
f t
rib
uta
ry
or
con
nec
tin
g
cha
nne
l
con
cen
tra
tio
ns
(Ci
)
and
ann
ual
ave
rag
e
vol
ume
tri
c
flo
ws
(01)
lis
ted
in
Tab
le
28.
Pre
cip
ita
tio
n
che
mic
al
flu
xes
(Fw)
wer
e
cal
cul
ate
d
as
the
pro
duc
t
of
tot
al
sol
ute
con
cen
tra
tio
ns
in
rai
n
(CT
,
rai
n),
ann
ual
pre
cip
ita
tio
n
(P)
and
lak
e
sur
fac
e
are
a.
Dry
par
tic
le
dep
osi
tio
n
(Fd
)
was
est
ima
ted
as
the
pro
duc
t o
f
pol
lut
ant
con
cen
tra
tio
n
in
the
par
tic
le
pha
se
in
the
atm
osp
her
e
(Cp
air
),
dry
par
tic
le
dep
osi
tio
n
vel
oci
ty
(Vd
,h)
,
lak
e
sur
fac
e
are
a
and
fa,
the
fra
cti
on
of
the
yea
r
not
rai
nin
g
or
sno
win
g
(as
sum
ed
=
0.9
0).
All
val
ues
use
d
and
the
res
ult
ing
cal
cul
ati
ons
are
giv
en
for
eac
h
com
pou
nd
and
lak
e
in
Add
end
um
II.
INF
LON
NET
DRY
GAS
EXC
HAN
GE
OUT
FLO
W
_ _
___
_._
__
.__
__.
._
___
)
0.
FW
Fd
Fv
,n
et
Qo
 
SEDIMENTARY FLUX
 
.acc.
    
FIG
URE
4.
Mas
s
bal
anc
e
par
adi
gm
(ne
t
atm
osp
her
ic
dep
osi
tio
n).
Out
put
s
fro
m
the
Gre
at
Lak
es
inc
lud
e
tri
but
ary
and
con
nec
tin
g
cha
nne
l
flo
w,
sed
ime
nta
tio
n,
vol
ati
liz
ati
on
and
bio
log
ica
l
or
che
mic
al
deg
rad
ati
on.
For
thi
s s
tud
y,
bio
log
ica
l
and
che
mic
al
deg
rad
ati
on
are
not
exp
lic
itl
y n
ote
d
as
out
put
s
and
are
con
sid
ere
d
to
be
low
com
par
ed
to
oth
er
out
put
ter
ms;
the
y
are implicitly included in the other losses.
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TA
BL
E
27.
Ma
ss
ba
la
nc
e
fr
am
ew
or
k:
in
pu
t—
ou
tp
ut
ca
lc
ul
at
io
ns
.
I
INF
LON
:
F1
= 2
Ci
0 Q
1
(Tr
ibu
tar
ies
;
con
nec
tin
g
cha
nne
ls)
N
5
AT
MO
SP
HE
RE
:
Fw
=
CT,
ra
in
-
P
-
SA
; Fd = Cp, air ’ Vd,h ‘ 5A ' fd
0
.
_
.
'
U
OUT
FLO
N.
Fo
— C
T,w
QO
(Co
nne
cti
ng
cha
nne
ls)
T ' — O O O
F
SED
IME
NTA
TIO
N.
Fac
c
— C
p,
sed
Nse
d
SA
fse
d
L . _ _ . .
O
VOL
ATI
LIZ
ATI
ON.
Fv,
net
_ K
0L
{ C
dis
s,
w
(CV
, a
irR
T/H
)}
SA
fV
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Superior Michigan Huron Erie Ontario
Drainage area (kmz) 127,700 ll8,l00 133,900 58,790 70,700
Surface area (kmz) 82,l00 57,800 59,700 25,700 19,520
Mean depth (m) l49 85 59 l9 86
Maximum depth (m) 406 281 228 60 244
Volume (kma) 12,230 4,920 3,537 483 l,636
Mean connecting channel
inflow (l0 m lyr) -—— ——— l2 l9 2l
Tributary inflow (101° m3/yr) 5.4 2.9 5.1 2.2 3.0
Mean outflow (1o10 m3/yr) 7.1a 4.9b 18C 21d 25e
Annual precipitation (m/yr) 0.76 0.79 0.76 0.84 0.89
Water residence time (yr) l72 100 20 2.3 6.5
SSt. Marys River
Niagara River
Outflow fluxes
bMackinac Straits
St. Lawrence River
(F0) were calculated as the total
solute concentration
cSt. Clair River
in
the lake (CT w) multiplied by the annual average volumetric outflow (00)
as listed
bottom sediment
46
in’Table 28.
Sedimentation fluxes
were
due to incorporation
5 calculated from the concentration in
(Facc)
into
the
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sediment (C , sed), the mass sedimentation rate (Wsed) and fsed, the
fraction of the lake bottom accumulating sediment. This last term is
intended to account for the focusing of sediment into the deeper
depositional basins of each of the lakes. Table 29 lists the mass
sedimentation rates used for the Great Lakes for which the range of means
was about 200 and 1,000 g/m2/a for Lake Superior and Lake Erie,
respectively. These rates are lakewide averages based on tens of dated
sediment cores taken mostly from the depositional basins.
TABLE 29. Sedimentation rates in the Great Lakes.
Lake Wsed (g/m2/yr)
Superior 200 Kemp et al. 1978
(fsed = 0.5) Bruland et al. 1975
Evans et al. 1981
Mothersill et al. 1971
Michigan 400 Edgington and Robbins, 1976
(f = 0.5) Neininger et al. 1983
sed
Huron 220 Robbins 1984
(fsed = 0.5) Kemp and Harper, 1977
Kemp et al. 1974
Erie 1000 ibid.
(f = 0.7) Nriagu et al. 1979
Thomas et al. 1976
Robbins, unpublished data
Ontario 400 Kemp and Harper, 1976
(f d = 0.5) Robbins, unpublished data
58 Durham and Oliver, 1984
= fractional area of lake bottom accumulating sediment.
sed
fsed
Net vapour flux across the air-water interface (FV net) incorporates
both the processes of vapour absorption and volatilization and its
determination has been discussed earlier. Values of the volatilization
parameters used in the calculation of these net vapour fluxes are presented
in Table 30.
TABLE 30. Volatilization parameters.
H
3
Compound afm m Zmo] KOL(m/d) fdiss,w fv,air
x 10 )
BaP 7.6 0.032 0.7 0.2
PCB (A—1252) 200 0.24 0.7 0.8
HCB 1300 0.31 0.7 0.7
Dieldrin 0.25 0.0012 0.7 0.9
6—HCH 16 0.06 0.9 0.9
a—HCH 60 0.15 0.9 0.8
Toxaphene 1.7 0.0079 0.7 0.7
DDT 120 0.21 0.7 0.7
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TABLE 3l.
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Description Synbol Value
Tributary Inflow Qtrib (m‘3/yr) 5.4E*10
Outflow from Lake Qout (m‘3/yr) 7.lE+lO
Surface Area SA (m‘Z) 8.2E+10
Lake Volune V (m‘3) 1.2E+13
Sedimentation Area As (m‘2) 4.1E+10
Resusp. Velocity R (m)
Precipitation Rate P (m/yr) 0.76
Sedimentation Rate Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 200
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Description
Tributary Conc.
Conc.
Channel to L.H.
Atm Vapor Conc.
Atm Particle Conc.
Total Rain Conc.
Total Lake Conc.
Dissolved Lake Conc.
Lake Particle Conc.
SuHidalsw.me.
Atm Particle Dep Vel
Atm Part Hashout Coef
Atm/Hater Mass
Transfer Coef.
Air/Hater Distribu-
tion Coefficient
in Connecting
Chemical Parameters
Sywbol
Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
Ccon (ug/m‘3)
Ca,v (ug/m‘S)
Ca,p (ug/m‘3)
Cr(w/W3)
Ct (ug/m‘3)
Cd (ug/m‘3)
Cp (ug/m‘3)
Csed (us/g)
Vd (m/yr)
Ho
KH (m/YF)
H/RT
Flux out of Lake Superior
Description
Outflow from Lake
Sedimentation
Mass Transfer
(Volatilization)
Syﬁtnl
Fout (g/yr)
Fsed (g/yr)
FV (Q/YV)
Total Flux Out
1.90E*06
Lakes mass balance model calculations:
PCBs.
0.6
4.00E-04
1.005-04
5.0
0.6
0.4
0.03
3.ZE¢O4
0.00
73.0
|
l
|
l
|
|
|
|
0.2 I
l
l
|
|
l
|
l
0.0085
| Contribution to
| Total Lake Input
l
4.265+04
2.£6£+05
2.19E+06 |
Z Atmospheric
 
Chemical
Residence
Time (yrs)
'1.S9E+06
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to the magnitude and
chemicals
 
N O R K S H O P
D I S C U S S I O N O U E S T I O N S
Several questions put forward to the workshop participants were related
importance of atmospheric deposition of selected
to the Great Lakes. This section of the report provides a
synthesis of scientific opinion on each:
1.
50
WHAT ARE THE IMPORTANT PROCESSES GOVERNING ATMOSPHERIC DEPOSITION OF
ORGANIC AND INORGANIC CONTAMINANTS TO THE GREAT LAKES?
Atmospheric deposition of chemical pollutants to the Great Lakes
depends, in part, on the emission strength of the individual chemical
and the spatial and temporal characteristics of its emission.
Agricultural pesticides are emitted into the atmosphere deliberately and
in a form different from the emission of combustion—related chemicals.
Sources of atmospheric pollutants may be stationary (e.g. coal—fired
power plant, Niagara Falls) or mobile (e.g. automobiles), diffuse (e.g.
urban areas) or localized (e g. sanitary land fills). Once emitted into
the atmosphere, the processes by which pollutants are transported to the
receptor depend on their distribution between the aerosol and vapour
phases. Particles and gases may be removed from the atmosphere by
precipitation scavenging (rain, snow), by dry particle deposition and by
vapour transfer into the water across the air-water interface (i.e.
absorption). Pollutants may also be emitted into the atmosphere from
the lake by volatilization of the chemical resulting in its transfer
across the air-water interface. The relative importance of each of
these processes depends on the physical/chemical properties of each
compound and its particle size distribution in the atmosphere. Evidence
suggests that precipitation scavenging of fine particles (<2 pm) and
vapour exchange dominate atmospheric inputs distant from major point
sources or source regions. Dry deposition of larger particles may be
more important near sources. The calculations reported in this study
and recent literature (Doskey and Andren, l981; Murphy 1984; Mackay et
al. l986; Swackhamer and Armstrong, l986; Eisenreich l987) strongly
support the hypothesis that the Great Lakes are actively degassing
organic contaminants deposited historically. This is a mechanism
contributing to both lake detoxification and global redistribution of
"old" chemicals.
WHAT IS THE MAGNITUDE OF ATMOSPHERIC DEPOSITION OF ORGANIC AND INORGANIC
CONTAMINANTS TO THE GREAT LAKES?
The process of estimating the magnitude of atmospheric inputs of
selected pollutants involves the availability of the following
information:
SA : Lake surface area
fd : Fraction of year without wetfall
precipitation
fv 2 Fraction of atmospheric concentration in
the vapour phase
P : Netfall precipitation intensity
Vd,h Dry deposition velocity - particle
50
5l
KOL Air—water vapour mass transfer coefficient
CT, rain Total concentration in rain
Cp,a1r Concentration in atmospheric particle
phase
Cdiss, w Concentration of chemical dissolved in
wa er
CV, air Concentration of atmospheric chemical in
vapour phase
Data on the concentrations of “critical” pollutants in environmental
compartments comprising the atmosphere and water of the Great Lakes are
dramatically lacking. As important as concentrations are, there is an
even greater lack of information on mass transfer parameters both
between and within aquatic and atmospheric compartments; The workshop
participants felt that sufficient information is available in the above
areas to attempt to make input—output calculationsfor only PCBs,
benzo[a]pyrene, mirex (Lake Ontario only) and lead.
Table 33 summarizes the input-output calculations for these chemicals
and for t-DDT. Addendum II lists complete input—output calculations in
a format similar to Table 31. Insufficient data were available for even
rudimentary calculations to be made for the balance of the "critical"
pollutants.
The estimated direct atmospheric inputs of PCBs, BaP and Pb are
given below:
DDT,
  
TABLE 32. Atmospheric inputs to the Great Lakes.
kg yr‘1
PCBs DDT B[a]p Pb(x103)
Lake Superior 548 90 69 234
Lake Michigan 394 64 179 540
Lake Huron 399 65 183 404
Lake Erie 182 33 81 225
Lake Ontario 143 26 62 216
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HON IMPORTANT IS ATMOSPHERIC DEPOSITION OF ORGANIC AND
CONTAMINANTS RELATIVE TO OTHER SOURCES?
The input caicu1ations (Tab1e 33) indicate that the atmosphere is the
dominant contributor of PCBs
and DDT to the upper Great Lakes
Supe
rior
, M
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gan
and
Huro
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nd
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sma1
1 c
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or
to t
he
1ower Great Lakes of Erie and Ontario.
Figures 5 through 7 portray the
direct and indirect atmospheric inputs as percentages of tota1 inputs to
INORGANIC
of
53
the lakes. For example, the input calculations show that 90, 58 and 78%
of the total PCB loading to Lakes Superior, Michigan and Huron,
respectively, are derived from atmospheric deposition. In contrast,
only l3 and 7% of total PCB inputs to Lakes Erie and Ontario,
respectively, are derived from atmospheric deposition. The primary
reason for this difference in significance is the large estimated
loading of these pollutants to the connecting channels of the Detroit,
St. Clair and the Niagara Rivers by neighbouring industrial discharges
and leakage from chemical waste dump sites. Indirect atmospheric inputs
to Lakes Huron, Erie and Ontario derived from “upstream” serve to
increase the importance of total atmospheric inputs from l to 32%,
depending on lake and chemical. For example, indirect atmospheric
inputs increase the total contribution of atmospheric PCB inputs from
63 to 78% for Lake Huron but only from 6 to 7% for Lake Ontario. In
contrast, an average of 8l% of the BaP and 83% of the Pb loadings are
derived from total atmospheric inputs to the lakes, most of which comes
from direct atmospheric inputs. Only about 4.5% of the mirex inputs to
Lake Ontario are calculated to come from atmospheric deposition.
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FIGURE 5. Atmospheric loading of PCBs to the Great Lakes.
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WHAT ARE THE IMPORTANT LOSS PROCESSES OF CHEMICAL POLLUTANTS IN THE
GREAT LAKES AND HOW IMPORTANT ARE THEY COMPARED TO INPUTS?
Table 33 shows that estimates of output exceed those of input for all
chemicals and lakes except for PCBs in Lakes Erie and Ontario and Pb for
Lake Michigan. This phenomenon is illustrated in Figures 8 through l0,
in which the magnitudes of all input and output pathwaysare presented
for PCBs, DDT and Pb.
Subscripts used are as follows: T—tributaries, cc—connecting channels,
A—atmospheric, V—volatilization, S—sediment accumulation, O—output,
DD—direct discharges. The organic pollutant losses are dominated by
volatilization and sedimentation while Pb losses are dominated by
sedimentation. Volatilization is a dominant loss process for PCBs in
the Great Lakes, somewhat less important for DDT and much less important
for BaP. The large net flux of chemicals out of the lakes indicated by
these calculations, at least quantitatively, supports the hypothesis
that volatilization and sedimentation are the major loss processes
involved in the detoxification of the lakes. However, the magnitude and
even the direction of the flux resulting from chemical transfer across
the air—water interface are highly uncertain. This results from the
uncertainty in the mass transfer coefficients, the temperature
dependence of Henry's Law Constant, the difficulty in measuring the
activity of organic chemicals in dilute solution and the temporal and
seasonal dynamics of the lakes. Particular research emphasis must be
placed on reducing the uncertainties (presently unknown but large) in
the estimate of volatilization and sedimentation.
These input—output calculations may be placed in better perspective by a
comparison of lakes and compounds which have received special attention
by researchers. Table 34 presents a comparison of the mass balance
estimates of Eisenreich (l987) and of Swackhamer and Armstrong (l986)
for PCBs in Lakes Superior and Michigan, respectively. In these two
cases, the cycling of PCBs was studied in a more rigorous manner than
was permitted by the generic format of this mass balance calculation.
Also, much is known about PCBs in these two systems. For both Lake
Superior and Michigan, the results of the present calculations show a
large net loss of PCBs dominated by volatilization. The estimates of
PCB input made by Swackhamer and Armstrong (1986) and Eisenreich (l987)
are closer to being in balance although the direction of the net change
is reversed. The differences would seem to be mainly in the
volatilization term although tributary inputs (Superior) and
sedimentation (Michigan) are also important. Again, this divergence of
calculated results shows the importance of improving our understanding
of the volatilization process.
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 TABLE 34. PCB mass balance (kg yr'l).
L A K E S U P E R I O R
   
INPUTS: Eisenreich 1987* This Studv
Atmosphere: Net Deposition 150 — 400 312
Dry Deposition — Particles 35 — 70 236
Tributary 1000 54
Municipal/Industrial 60 ____§__
TOTAL 1350 - 1700 606
OUTPUTS:
Nater-to-Air Transport (Vapour) 500 1900
Outflow 100 43
Sedimentation 300 — 800 246
TOTAL 900 — 1400 2190
L A K E M I C H I G A N
INPUTS: Swackhamer and
Armstronq. 1986 This Studv
Atmosphere: Net Deposition 275 — 515 228
Dry Deposition — Particles 25 - 50 166
Tributary 270 - 2600 290
TOTAL 570 — 3165 685
OUTPUTS:
Nater—to-Air Transport (Vapour) 150 - 410 5140
Outflow 6O 98
Sedimentation 440 2310
TOTAL 650 — 910 7550
*See Reference 53.
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ADDENDUM I. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCENTRATION DATA.
TABLE 1. Total Lead in the Great Lakes.
   
C O N C E N T R A T I 0 N S (references)
SUSPENDED
HATER SOLIDS SEDIMENT A I E RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (nglm ) (ng/L)
ONTARIO: 700::5 13042 7685 H00029-
150159 720085
410
100028 77
—N1agara River 133149
—0ther tributaries 1171
ERIE‘ 1500”5 79’7 6885 soooiiz
22011 1900085
120028 32 7300
—Detroit River 71 108
—Other tributaries 9.3
“URON‘ dooo71 66—67159 . 4085 120002;.
130115 50—100112 6500
22159
140028
-Huron tributaries 2471
MICHIGAN: 145_26011s (ngiE: 4024 50_]00124
—Michigan tributaries 3.471 110
SUPERIOR: 100028 . (ng/L) 14011:0 23::- 18002;.
3911‘ 25115 90—16052 10—21 800048
2171 8‘5 700071
150085
4800
      
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the main
repo
rt.
Thos
e w
ith
a d
ot
(-),
are
to
pers
onal
comm
unic
atio
ns
or
other unreviewed material.
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ADDENDUM I. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCENTRATION DATA. CONTINUED
TABLE 2. Mercury in the Great Lakes.
C O N C E N T R A T I O N S (references)
SUSPENDED
HATER SOLIDS SEDIMENT A I E RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (ng/m ) (ng/L)
ONTARIO: 25159 0.7542
19028 71
-N1agara River 3.3;149
ERIE: 35115 0 1477
25028
42114.
—Detroit River 0.766
HURON: 115 159 66
1128 0.28—0.39 21
300
MICHIGAN: (ng/L)
44115 8115 0 1124
SUPERIOR: (ng/L)
28 114° 52' 66
n.d.114. 7.6 1.1 26
22§2' 2252'
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the main
report. Those with a dot (-), are to personal communications or
other unreviewed material; n.d.
= not detected.
 
ADDENDUM I.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCENTRATION DATA. CONTINUED
TABLE 3. Cadmium in the Great Lakes.
  
CONCENTRATIONS (references)
SUSPENDED
HATER SOLIDS SEDIMENT A I R RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (nglma) (ng/L)
ONTARIO‘ 170::5 10” 0.4485 100029°
—Niagara River 68 17
4'0149
ERIE‘ 310::5 6.677 0.58as 1000029°
98 15085
HURON: 40028 1.3—2.o::’ 0.4485 100022'
41115 1.0—4.0 130
MICHIGAN: 42115 0.924 20047
.
(ng/L)
,
.
.
SUPERIOR. 13028 . 11‘ 0.4_0.852 1.25217 n d::
611‘ 21 0.2—0.35 20085
(20—250" 0.11 130
  
 
   
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the main
report. Those with a dot (o), are to personal communications or
other unreviewed material; n.d. = not detected.
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ADDENDUM I.
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCENTRATION DATA. CONTINUED
   
  
 
TABLE 4. Arsenic in the Great Lakes.
C 0 N C E N T R A T I O N S (references)
HATER ggﬁgggDED SEDIMENT A I R RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (ng/ma) (ng/L)
ONTARIO: 750::5
2231”
—Niagara River 971
9149
ERIE: 55028
380115
HURON: 44028 159 30013 0.2313
700115 1.9 — 7.2
210159
MICHIGAN: 760115 (ng/L) 10 524
2200‘ 4011" '
SUPERIOR: 5601140 (ng/L) 2.952-
11114.
    
 
 
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the main
Those with a dot (0), are to personal
communications
or
report.
other unrevieved material.
 
ADDENDUM I.
ENVIRONMENTAL
CONCENTRATION
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81
TABLE
5.
Benzo[a]pyrene
in
the
Great
Lakes.
C
0
N
C
E
N
T
R
A
T
I 0
N
S
(references)
SUSPENDED
HATER
SOLIDS
SEDIMENT
A I R
RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY
(ng/L)
(pg/g)
(pg/g)
(ng/ma)
(ng/L)
ONTARIO: 0.3143
42/44/45
0.19
ERIE: 0.343 0.2643
42/44/45
0.12
HURON: 0.2943
42/44/45
0.16
MICHIGAN: I543 243 o 4843 1.15 1.0515
46 42/44/45
7 3“ 0.47
, 52' . .
SUPERIOR' 0.06—0.17 0.0652 0.028“7 0.0292 0.65:2
3.0 snow
0.4892
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the main
report. Those with a dot (o), are to personal communications or
other unreviewed material.
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other unreviewed material.
ADDENDUM I. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCENTRATION DATA. CONTINUED
TABLE 6. Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) in the Great Lakes.
C 0 N C E N T R A T I 0 N S (references)
SUSPENDED
NATER SOLIDS SEDIMENT A I E RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (nglm ) (ng/L)
ONTARIO‘ 0.81:: 0.0581522. 5.91:;4 3296 O
0.95 0.2—0.3 o.1§ 2.429
1.0 ‘ 2.4137
-Niagara River 0.81150 0 49135
6.8'° o.io—.§§15°
0.24 0’
0.5037
0.14
. . 150
—0ther tributaries 0.014_0.13
0.01313‘
ERIE:
0.095150
0.21-5.g3‘
9.096
52'
0.04—.o9 19.02"
0 17101 1 8137
-Detroit River 103 150
1. 0.0
16.9“ 5.2ggz
45.132 50.103
. . 150
—0ther tributaries 25 150 0.038_0.081
0.01813‘
HURON: 98 96
0.1g33. 0.0;gf5° 11.—13.o
1.0 8:3341°1 1 5137
—St. Marys River 0.022150
. . .150
—Huron tributaries 0.029_.059
0.02516
MICHIGAN:
3.5;23
0.139
.1354
1.096
37.95
1.1 2.1—3.01°2 5."
1.2—1.g142
4.91 °
—Michigan tributaries TO1 2
o 5‘
SUPERIOR.
0.002_0.]5
134
2.430
0.135‘
.05—4.3
26"
39114
2 1—3
102
-| 296
29'
21’1
o 01695°
o 95‘
6'0135
o°oo3150 ' ' 137-
_
.
.
.
'
0.52
Superior tributaries 0.023150
Numbers
in
superscript
refer to reference
numbers
from the main
report.
Those with a dot (-), are to personal
communications
or
82
ADDENDUM I.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCENTRATION DATA. CONTINUED
  
TABLE 7. Hexachiorobenzene (HCB) in the Great Lakes.
C O
N
C
E N
T
R A
T
I 0
N
S
(references)
SUSPENDED
HATER SOLIDS SEDIMENT A I R RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (ng/m3) (ng/L)
ONTARIO‘ 0.05214 0.011138 n.d.9‘
n. .29.
0.034137
—Niagara River 0.]80 0.049;:
0.038
ERIE: 52° 96
0.001—.004 "‘d'zg.
0.0047 101 0.18
n.d.137'
—Detroit River 0.23122 0.22132
0.75
52.
96
0.02198 0.001-.003 n.d.
101 137'
. 52-
MICHIGAN- 0.001—.003
SUPERIOR: 0 02830 0'0001_52- 2.89629.
0.0004 0.074
0.075135
0.0123’°
52'
0.01002
      
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the
report.
83
= not detected.
main
Those with a dot (o), are to personal communications or
other unreviewed material; n.d.
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ADDENDUM I.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCENTRATION DATA. CONTINUED
  
 
   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
     
 
 
      
 
other unreviewed material; n.d.
= not detected.
TABLE 8. Mirex in the Great Lakes.
C 0 N C E N T R A T I 0 N S (references)
HATER EgEESgDED SEDIMENT A I R RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (ng/m3) (ng/L)
ONTARIO: (1133 0.01§72 (1138
n.d.l‘ 0.22 3‘.
0.02552
—Niagara River 0 04171
ERIE: 0 02017
HURON: n.d.sa
MICHIGAN:
SUPERIOR: 0.00430 n.d 135
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the main
report. Those with a dot (0), are to personal communications or
84
 ADDENDUM
I.
TABLE 9.
Dieidrin in the Great Lakes.
ENVIRONMENTAL
CONCENTRATION
DATA.
CONTINUED
      
C
0
N
C
E
N
T
R
A
T
I
0
N
S
(references)
HATER
EgESSQDED
SEDIMENT
A I R
RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY
(ng/L)
(pg/g)
(pg/g)
(ng/ma)
(ng/L)
ONTARIO:
1.71::
0.0018_133
0.05056
1. 959.
0.41
0.010
0.602
.
0.002—0?01
0.50137'
—N1agara River 0.600 0.0049649
0.003;:
0.008 150
0.0038
—Other tributaries 0.0003_ 150
0.0013
ERIE: 2. 96
29°
5:351“-
—Erie tributaries 0.0007_150
0.0037
HURON: 98 96
0.27 5.75137.
—Huron tributaries 0.005_ 150
0.0007
MICHIGAN: 0.040102
0.001— 52'
0.005
SUPERIOR: 0.2130 0.55::.
0'3 135
8.3313"
—Superior tributaries 0.0002150
 
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the main
report.
other unreviewed material.
85
Those with a dot (o), are to personal communications or
85
  
   
ADDENDUM I. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCENTRATION DATA, CONTINUED
TABLE 10. Lindane (gamma—hexachiorocyclohexane) in the Great Lakes.
C 0 N C E N T R A T I 0 N S (references)
SUSPENDED
HATER SOLIDS SEDIMENT A I E RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (ng/m ) (ng/L)
ONTARIO: 3.71:8 0.0561322. 4.79:.
1.3 0.002— 8. :37.
0.004 3.7
-N1agara River 1.730 0.003;;
0.001
ERIE: 0.0005_5z- 6. :3.
0.002 2. 137'
5.4
—Detr01t River 0 9213 0.012132
1.4”2
HURON: 0.68" 0.000552' 6. 9‘
2.0137.
MICHIGAN: 0.000552-
SUPERIOR: 0.07520 0.0001520 2 056 4.995
0.7730 0.9123 4.429.
135
2'2137-
0'8_ 52-
‘ 3.6
 
 
     
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the main
Those with a dot (o). are to personal communications or
report.
other unreviewed material.
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ADDENDUM I.
ENVIRONMENTAL
CONCENTRATION
DATA.
CONTINUED
  
 
      
87
other unreviewed material.
TABLE 11. aTpha-hexachTorocycTohexane (a—HCH) in the Great Lakes.
C 0 N C E N T R A T I 0 N S (references)
SUSPENDED
HATER SOLIDS SEDIMENT A I R RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (ng/m3) (ng/L)
ONTARIO: 6.714 0.0025520 19.196.
10.829
4.7137.
—N1agara River 9.480 0.00577
0.004“°
ERIE‘ 0.001— 52' 10.3".
0.004 8.529
15.91.37.
—Detr01t River 4.}73 0.041132
12. 32
HURON: ]] 398 0 001520 13 396
7-933
MICHIGAN: o 000]_52-
—0.002
SUPERIOR‘ 0.5::° 0.0005—52' 0.3::3 4.5::.
7.7
0.001
1.]
10.2135
gz'gla7-
4’_52-
' 23.
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the main
report. Those with a dot (o), are to personal communications or
87
     
  
   
     
   
 
    
   
   
  
   
ADDENDUM I. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCENTRATION DATA, CONTINUED
TABLE 12. DDT Residues in the Great Lakes.
 
CONCENTRATIONS (references)
HATER ggfgggDED SEDIMENT A I R RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (nglm3) (ng/L)
ONTARIO: 0.1414 0.04361 0 0]_ 55 5.695126
52. 0.05 074—1 4
0.055 0 62138
0.9929“
-Niagara River 0 180 0 058149
0.018‘°
0.04915°
0.01177
ERIE:
77
52°
95
——
0.030 0.01—0.04 3.8
0.015101 0.092’°
—Detroit River 0 60132 0 H132
98 520
n.d. 0.02—0.05 2.79“
0 21101
-Huron tributaries 150
0.009-0.098
MICHIGAN: 0 16102
52'
0.001—0.05
SUPERIOR: 0.2530 0.007553 0.1451 0.896 .
52- 0.1729
0.003—0.01 0.341::.
0.5—
2.0
-Superior tributaries 0.0029150
     
 
 
1
Numbers in superscript refer to reference numbers from the main
report. Those With a dot (0), are to personal communications or
other unreviewed material; n.d. = not detected.
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ADDENDUM I. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCENTRATION DATA. CONTINUED
TABLE 13. Toxaphene in the Great Lakes.
C 0 N C E N T R A T I 0 N S (references)
SUSPENDED
HATER SOLIDS SEDIMENT A I R RAIN
LAKE/TRIBUTARY (ng/L) (pg/g) (pg/g) (ng/ma) (nglL)
ONTARIO: O 661
n.d.14
ERI
E:
0.7
51
301
53
HUR
ON:
1.6
1;;
7.3
_14
4
n.d
.
108
.
MI
CH
IG
AN
:
0.
65
1
I
I n
-d
_
107
9_
21
o7
5.5
027109
SU
PE
RI
OR
:
0.
56
:0
0.
0]
_
52-
n.d
.
0.
15
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other unreviewed material; n.d.
= not detected.
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ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS
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ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
Ba
si
n
Ma
ss
Ba
la
nc
e
Mo
de
l:
PC
Bs
L
A
K
E
S
U
P
E
R
I
O
R
1
Lake
Param
eters
I
Chemi
cal P
arame
ters
I
Description Sywbol Value I Description Synbol Value I
. . . .
. . . .
. . - -
- - - .
- .
- - . .
. . . -
. - - .
- -
- - - .
. . . .
. I
I
Trib
utar
y In
flow
Otri
b (m
‘S/y
r)
5.4
910
I Tr
ibut
ary
Conc
.
Ctri
b (u
g/m‘
3)
1.0
I
out
flo
w f
rom
Lak
e
Oout
(m‘3
/yr)
7.1
E+1
0
I Co
nc.
in C
onn
ect
ing
I
I
Surf
ace
Area
SA (
m‘Z)
8.2E
+10
|
Chan
nel
to L
.H.
Ccon
(ug/
m‘3)
0.6
I
Lake
Vol
une
V (
m"3)
1.2E
+13
I At
m V
apo
r C
onc.
Ca,v
(ug/
m‘3)
4.00
5-04
I
Sedi
ment
atio
n Ar
ea
As (
m‘2)
4.1E
+10
I At
m Pa
rtic
le C
onc.
Ca,p
(ug/
m‘3)
1.00
E-04
|
Res
usp
. V
elo
cit
y
R (
m)
I To
tal
Rai
n C
onc
.
Cr
(ug
/m‘
3)
5,0
I
Pre
cip
ita
tio
n R
ate
P (
m/Yr
)
0.76
I To
tal
Lake
Conc
.
Ct
(ug/
m‘3)
0.6
I
Sed
ime
nta
tio
n R
ate
use
d (
g/m
‘Z-
yr)
200
I D
iss
olv
ed
Lak
e C
onc
.
Cd
(ug
/m‘
3)
0,1.
I
Ice
Cov
er
Fra
cti
on
Icef
rac
0.90
I La
ke
Par
tic
le
Conc
.
Cp
(ug/
m‘3)
0.2
I
Fra
cti
on
of
Yea
r
I S
urf
ici
al
Sed
.
Con
c.
Cse
d
(ug
/g)
0.0
3
I
wit
hou
t
Rai
n
f(1
)
0.9
0
I A
tm
Par
tic
le
Dep
Vel
Vd
(m/
yr)
3.2
901
.
I
Fra
cti
on
of
Lak
e
I A
tm
Par
t H
ash
out
Coe
f
Ho
0.0
0
I
Acc
un.
Sed
ime
nts
f(s
ed)
0.5
I A
tm/
Uat
er
Mas
s
I
I Transfer Coef. KH (In/yr) 73.0 I
| A
ir/
Hat
er
Dis
tri
bu-
I
I tion Coefficient H/RT 0.0085 |
I
I
X
At
mo
sp
he
ri
c
Che
mic
al
Fl
ux
in
to
La
ke
Su
pe
ri
or
I
Fl
ux
ou
t
of
La
ke
Su
pe
ri
or
I
Co
nt
ri
bu
ti
on
to
Re
si
de
nc
e
I
De
sc
ri
pt
io
n
Sy
nb
ol
Va
lu
e
I
De
sc
ri
pt
io
n
Sy
nb
ol
Va
lu
e
I
To
ta
l
La
ke
In
pu
t
Ti
me
(y
rs
)
. .
. .
. .
. .
. .
. .
. .
.
. .
. .
. .
. .
. .
. .
.
. .
. .
. .
. .
. .
I
I
‘
Tr
ib
ut
ar
y
Fl
ux
Ft
ri
b
(g
/y
r)
5.
LO
E+
04
I O
ut
fl
ow
fr
om
La
ke
Fo
ut
(g
/y
r)
4.
26
E+
04
I
90
.4
3.
3
Ne
t
De
po
si
ti
on
Fa
,u
(9
/Y
r)
3.
12
90
5
I S
ed
im
en
ta
ti
on
Fs
ed
(S
/Y
r)
2.
46
90
5
I
Dr
y
De
po
si
ti
on
Fa
,d
(9
/y
r)
2.
36
90
5
|
Ma
ss
Tr
an
sf
er
I
I
(V
ol
at
il
iz
at
io
n)
Fv
(Si
/Yr
)
1.
90
90
6
I
Ot
he
r
Lo
ad
in
gs
Un
ac
co
un
te
d
fo
r
Ab
ov
e
(Si
/Yr
)
I
I
l
|
Di
re
ct
Ha
st
ew
at
er
Di
sc
ha
rg
e
2.
2E
+0
3
I
|
Di
re
ct
In
du
st
ri
al
Di
sc
ha
rg
e
1.
88
03
I
I
|
|
. .
. .
. .
. .
. .
. I
To
ta
l
Fl
ux
In
6.
06
80
5
I
To
ta
l
Fl
ux
Ou
t
2.
19
E+
06
I
Me
t
Fl
ux
-1
.S
9E
+0
6
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Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: PCBs
LAKE MICHIGAN
Lake Parameters
Description Symbol Value
Tributary Inflow Otrib (m‘3/yr) 2.9E+10
Outflow from Lake Gout (m‘3/Yr) 4.9E+1D
Surface Area SA (m‘2) S.BE+10
Lake Volume V (m‘3) 4.9E+12
Sedimentation Area As (m‘Z) 2.9E+10
Resusp. Velocity R (m) 0.0
Precipitation Rate P (m/yr) 0.79
Sedimentation Rate Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 400
Ice Cover Fraction Icefrac 0.9
Fraction of Year
without Rain f(1) 0.9
Fraction of Lake
Accum. Sediments f<sed) 0.5
|
Flux intoLake Michigan |
Description Symbol Value |
. . . . . . . _ . . . _ . . . . . . . . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ , , . . , , _ _ _ _ I
Tributary Flux Ftrib (g/Yr) 2.90E+05
Het Deposition Fa,H (g/yr) 2.28E+05
Dry Deposition Fa,d (Q/Yr) 1.66E+05
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (9/Yr) T“
Direct Hasteuater Discharge
Direct Industrial Discharge
Total Flux In
6.85E+05 |
 
Chemical Parameters
Symbol
Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
Description
Tributary Conc.
Conc. in Connecting
Channel to L.H.
Atm Vapor Conc.
Atm Particle Conc.
Total Rain Conc.
Total Lake Conc.
Dissolved Lake Conc.
Lake Particle Conc.
Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (ug/g)
Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr)
Atm Part washout Coef Ho
Atm/Hater Mass
Ccon (ug/m‘3)
Ca,v (ug/mAS)
Ca,p (us/W3)
Cr (ug/m‘3)
Ct (ug/m‘3)
Cd (ug/m‘3)
Cp (ug/mA3)
Transfer Coef. KH (m/yr)
Air/Hater Distribu-
tion Coefficient H/RT
Flux out of Lake Michigan
ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
4.005-04
1.00E-04
3.2E+04
0.0
0.0085
73.0
2.0
5.0
2.0
1.4
0.6
0.2
X Atmospheric
| Contribution to
Description Sywtol Value
| Outflow from Lake Fout (g/yr) 9.80E+04 :
| Sedimentation Fsed (9/Yr) 2.31E+06 |
| Mass Transfer |
(Volatilization) Fv (9/Yr) 5.14E+06 |
"”“'"‘ I
i
l
i
I
"""""" I
Total Flux Out 7.55E+06 |
| Total Lake Input
Net Flux
  
    
  
   
   
   
  
  
  
  
Chemical
Residence
Time (yrs)
06.86E+06
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 ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
Ba
si
n
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ss
Ba
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nc
e
Mo
de
l:
PC
Bs
LAKE HURON
Lake Parameters
Description
Tributary Inflow
Connecting Channel
Inflow from L.S.
" from L.H.
Outflow from Lake
Surface Area
Lake Volume
Sedimentation Area
Resusp. Velocity
Precipitation Rate
Sedimentation Rate
Ice Cover Fraction
Fraction of Year
without Rain
Fraction of Lake
Accun. Sediments
Flux into Lake Huron
Description
Symbol
Ftrib (Q/yr)
Tributary Flux
Connecting Channel
Fls (Q/Yr)
Flm (g/Yr)
from L. Sup.
from L. Mich.
Net Deposition
Dry Deposition
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/Yr)
Direct Uasteuater Discharge
Direct Industrial Discharge
Total Flux In
95
Fa,w (g/yr)
Fa,d (g/yr)
econ (m‘3/yr)
econ (m‘3/yr)
Gout (m‘3/yr)
SA (m‘2)
V(WS)
As (m‘Z)
R (m)
P (m/YF)
Hsed (g/m‘Z-yr)
Icefrac
f(1)
f(sed)
5.10E+04
4.26E+04
9.80E+04
2.27Ef05
1.7ZE+05
3.8E+04
8.0E+03
6.36£+05
Chemical Parameters
Value Description Symbol
. . . . . . . . . . I .................- .............
5.10E+10 I Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
I Conc. in Connecting
7.15+10 I Channel from L.S. Cls (ug/m‘3)
4.9E+10 I " from L.H. Clm (ug/m‘3)
1.8E+11 I “ to L.E. Cle (ug/m‘3)
6.0E+10 I Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3)
3.SE+12 I Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/mA3)
3.0E+10 I Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3)
0.0 | Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3)
0.76 | Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3)
220 | Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3)
0.9 I Surficial Sed. Cone. Csed (ug/g)
I Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr)
0.9 | Atm Part washout Coef Ho
| Atm/Uater Mass
0.5 | Transfer Coef. Kw (m/yr)
I Air/water Distribu-
I tion Coefficient H/RT
I
Flux out of Lake Huron I
Description Symbol Value |
. _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I
Outflow from Lake Fout (9/Yr) 1.80E+05 I
Sedimentation Fsed (g/Yr) 6.57E+05 I
Mass Transfer I
(Volatilization) Fv(9/yr) 2.56E+06 I
I
I
|
|
|
I
I
|
"""""" |
Total Flux Out 3.405+06 I
Z Atmospheric
Contribution to
Total Lake Input
Net Flux
0.6
2.0
1.0
4.00E-04
1.00E-04
I
I
I
|
|
I
I
5.0 I
1.0 I
0.7 I
0.3 I
0.1 I
|
I
|
I
|
I
3.2E+04
0.0
73.0
0.0085
Indirect
Total
Chemical
Residence
Time (yrs)
1.0
62.7
14.9
77.6
-2.76£+06
95
  
  
 
    
    
   
  
   
  
  
   
  
   
 
 
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model:
LAKE ERIE
Lake Parameters
Description
Tributary Inflow
Connecting Channel
Inflow from L."-
Outflow from Lake
Surface Area
Lake Volune
Sedimentation Area
Resusp. Velocity
Precipitation Rate
Sedimentation Rate
lce Cover Fraction
Fraction of Year
without Rain
Fraction of Lake
Accun. Sediments
Flux into Lake Erie
Description
Tributary Flux
Connecting Channel
from L. Huron
wet Deposition
Dry Deposition
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/Yr)
Direct Uasteuater Discharge
Direct Industrial Discharge
PCBs
I
| Chemical Parameters
Symbol Value I Description Symbol
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I ..........._.._... ............_
Qtrib (m‘3/yr) 2.2E+10 | Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
I Conc. in Connecting
Ocon (mAS/yr) 1.9E+11 | Channel from L.H. Ccon (ug/m‘3)
Oout (m‘3/yr) 2.1Ef11 | " to L.0. Ccon (ug/m‘3)
SA (m‘Z) 2.6E+10 I Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3)
V (m‘3) 4.8E+11 I Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3)
As (m‘Z) 2.TE+10 I Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3)
R (m) 0.0 I Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3)
P (m/Yr) 0.84 I Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3)
Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 1000 | Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3)
lcefrac 0.9 I Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (ug/g)
| Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr)
f(1) 0.9 | Atm Part Hashout Coef No
I Atm/Hater Mass
f(sed) 0.7 | Transfer Coef. Kw (m/yr)
| Air/Hater Distribu-
| tion Coefficient H/RT
I
I Flux out of Lake Erie
Symbol
Value
I
Description
Symbol
Value
. . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . .
, . Lnau.__N.u.u
u.u.”.n..
N.u.u
Ftrib
(9/Yr)
4.k0E+05
I Outflow
from
Lake
Fout
(g/Yr)
2.10E+05
I
Sedimentation
Fsed
(9/Yr)
1.085+06
Flh
(9/yr)
1.9OE+06
I
Mass
Transfer
Fa,u
(g/yr)
1.08E+05
|
(Volatilization)
Fv
(glyr)
1.TOE+06
Fa,d (9/yr) 7.4OE+OA I
I
I
|
|
I
I
. . . . . _ . . . . . I ___~.__
Total
Flux
In
2.52E+06
|
Total
Flux
Out
2.39E+06
ADDENDUM II, MASS
  
BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
4.006-04
  
10.0
1.0
1.00E-04
5.0
1.0
0.7
0.3
0.06
3.2E+04
0.0
73.0
0.0085
| X Atmospheric Chemical
| Contribution to Residence
I Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
I 0.2
I Direct
I 7.2
I
I Indirect
I 5.8
I
I Total
I 13.1
I
I
...I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
I Met Flux 1.30E+05
96
 ' ‘
ADDENDUM
II,
MASS
BALANCE
CALCULATIONS
(CONTINUED)
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: PCBs
LAKE ONTARIO
l
Lake Parameters I Chemical Parameters
De5cription Symbol Value I Description Symbol Value
. . . . . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - ‘ - - - - - - - - - ' I ------------------ ------—------ ---.......
Tributary Inflow Qtrib (m‘S/yr) 3.0E+10 I Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3) 10.0 I
Connecting Channel I Conc. in Connecting I
Inflow from L.E. Qcon (m‘3/yr) 2.IE+11 I Channel from L.E. Ccon (ug/m‘3) 10.0
Outflow from Lake Qout (m‘3/yr) 2.5E+11 | Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3) 4.005-04 I
Surface Area SA (m‘Z) 2.0E+10 I Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3) 1.00E-04 I
Lake Volume V (m‘3) 1.6E+12 I Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3) 5.0 I
Sedimentation Area As (m‘2) 7.5E+09 I Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3) 0.9
Resusp. Velocity R (m) 0.0 I Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3) 0.6
Precipitation Rate P (m/yr) 0.89 I Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3) 0.3 I
Sedimentation Rate Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 400 I Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (us/g) 0.1 I
Ice Cover Fraction Icefrac 0.9 I Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr) 3.ZE+04 I
Fraction of Year I Atm Part washout Coef Ho 0.0 I
without Rain f(1) 0.9 I Atm/Uater Mass I
Fraction of Lake | Transfer Coef. Kw (m/yr) 73.0 I
Accum. Sediments f(sed) 0.5 I Air/Hater Distribu- I
I tion Coefficient H/RT 0.0085 I
I ‘ M _ - | % Atmospheric Chemical
Flux into Lake Ontario I Flux out of Lake Ontario I Contribution to Residence
Description Sywbnl Value | Description Symbol Value I Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I ................ _._.......... .......... I .............. ...........
Tributary Flux Ftrib (g/yr) 3.00E+05 I Outflow from Lake Fout (g/yr) 2.25E+05 I 1.1
Connecting Channel I Sedimentation Fsed (g/Yr) 3.9DE+05 | Direct
from L. Erie Fle (g/yr) 2.10E+06 I Mass Transfer I 5.6
Net Deposition Fa,H (g/Yr) 8.68E+04 I (Volatilization) Fv (g/yr) 7.08E+05 I
Dry Deposition Fa,d (g/yr) 5.62E+04 I I Indirect
I | 1.1
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/Yr) I I
I I Total
Direct Uastewater Discharge I I 6.7
Direct Industrial Discharge | I
I l
. . . . . . . . . . . I ..........I .............. ...........
Total Flux In 2.54E+06 I Total Flux Out 1.32E+06 I Met Flux 1.22E+06
97
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 LAKE SUPERIOR
Lake Parameters
Direct Hastewater Discharge
Direct Industrial Discharge
Total Flux In
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/Yr)
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: t-DDT
Description Symbol Value
Tr
ib
ut
ar
y
In
fl
ow
Ot
ri
b
(m
‘3
/y
r)
5.
AE
+1
0
Outflow from Lake Gout (m‘3/yr) 7.1E+10
Surface Area SA (mAZ) 8.ZE+10
Lake Volume V (m‘3) 1.2E+13
Sedimentation Area As (m‘Z) 4.1E+10
Resusp. Velocity R (m)
Precipitation Rate P (Mlyr) 0.76
Sedimentation Rate Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 200
Ice
Co
ve
r
Fr
ac
ti
on
lce
fra
c
0,
90
Fraction of Year
without Rain f(1) 0.90
Fraction of Lake
‘Accum. Sediments f(sed) 0.5
I
Flux intoLake Superior I
Description Symbol Value I
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I
Tributary Flux Ftrib (9/Vr) 2.70E+03
I Bet Deposition Fa,w (glyr) 1.87E+04
' Dry Deposition Fa,d (9/Yr) 7.09E+04
I
I
I
|
I
I
9,245+oa I
 
ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
|
| Chemical Parameters
|
Description Symbol Value
| ----------------------------------------- I
| Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3) 0.05 I
I Conc. in Connecting I
I Channel to L.H. Cc0n (ug/m‘3) 0.2
| Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3) 7.0E-05 |
| Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3) 3.0E-05 I
I Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3) 0.3 I
I Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3) 0.20 |
I Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3) 0.14 I
| Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3) 0.06 |
| Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (US/9) 0.008 |
| Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr) 3.2E+04 |
I Atm Part Hashout Coef Ho 0.00 I
I Atm/Hater Moss |
I Transfer Coef. Kw (Mlyr) 73.0 |
I Air/Hater Distribu- |
I tion Coefficient H/RT 5.1E-03 I
Flux out of Lake Superior
Description Symbol Value
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I
I Outflow from Lake Fout (9/Yr) 1.4ZE+04 |
I Sedimentation Fsed (9/Yr) 6.57E+04 |
| Mass Transfer I
(Volatilization) Fv (9/Yr) 6.81E+05 I
I
I
I
|
I
""""" I
Total Flux Out 7.61E+05 |
X Atmospheric
I Contribution to
I Total Lake Input
Net Flux
  
   
   
    
 
Chemical
Residence
Time (yrs)
-6.69E+05
98
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ADDENDUM
II,
MASS
BALANCE
CALCULATIONS
(CONTINUED)
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: t-DDT
LAKE MICHIGAN
1
Lake Parameters | Chemical Parameters I
Description Symbol Value | Description Symbol Value |
- - - - — - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - v - - ' ~ | ------~~---------- --—---------- ..........
Tributary Inflow Qtrib (m‘3/yr) 2.9910 | Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3) 0.05 I
Outflow from Lake Gout (m‘3/yr) 4.9910 | Conc. in Connecting |
Surface Area SA (m‘2) 5.8910 | Channel to L.H. Ccon (ug/m‘S) 0.2 I
Lake Volune V (m‘3) 4.9912 | Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3) 7.0E-05 |
Sedimentation Area As (m‘Z) 2.9910 I Am Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3) 3.05-05 |
' Resusp. Velocity R (m) 0.0 | Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3) 0.3 |
Precipitation Rate P (m/yr) 0.79 | Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3) 0.20 |
Sedimentation Rate Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 400 | Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3) 0.14 |
Ice Cover Fraction Icefrac 0.9 | Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3) 0.06 |
Fraction of Year | Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (us/9) 0.05 I
without Rain f(1) 0.9 | Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr) 3.2904 |
Fraction of Lake | Atm Part Hashout Coef No 0.0 |
Accun. Sediments f(sed) 0.5 | Atm/Uater Mass |
| Transfer Coef. Kw (m/Yr) 73.0
| Air/Hater Distribu- |
I tion Coefficient H/RT 5.1E-03 |
I | Z Atmospheric Chemical
Flux intoLake Michigan I Flux out of Lake Michigan | Contribution to Residence
Description Synbol Value | Description Synbol Value I Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
. . . _ _ . . . . . . . _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I ................ ............. .......... I .............. ...........
Tributary Flux Ftrib (g/Yr) 1.45903 I_0ut\f>lpb_l from Lake Fout (glyr) 9.80903 | 97.8 0 9
Net Deposition Fa,H (9/Yr) 1.37904 | Sedimentation Fsed (glyr) 5.78905 |
Dry Deposition Fa,d (g/yr) 4.99904 | Mass Transfer |
| (Volatilization) Fv (g/yr) 4.80905 I
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/yr) I I
I I
Direct Uasteuater Discharge | I
Direct Industrial Discharge | I
I I
. . . . . . . . . . . I ..........l ....-......... ...........
Total Flux In 6.51904 | Total Flux Out 1.07906 I Net Flux -1.00906
99 99
  
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: t-DDT
LAKE HURON
ADDENDUM II. MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
Lake Parameters
Description
Tributary Inflow
Connecting Channel
Inflow from L.S.
“ from L.M.
Outflow from Lake
Surface Area
Lake Volume
Sedimentation Area
Resusp. Velocity
Precipitation Rate
Sedimentation Rate
Ice Cover Fraction
Fraction of Year
without Rain
Fraction of Lake
Accum. Sediments
Flux intoLake Huron
Description Symbol Value
Tributary Flux Ftrib (Q/Yr) 2.55E+03
Connecting Channel
from L. Sup. Fls (g/yr) 1.42E+04
from L. Mich. Flm (g/Yr) 9.80E+D3
wet Deposition Fa,w (g/yr) 1.36E+04
Dry Deposition Fa,d (9/Yr) 5.16E+04
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (Q/Yr)
Direct Uastewater Discharge
Direct Industrial Discharge
Total Flux In
In?
9.17E+04
I
I Chemical Parameters
I
Symbol Value Description Symbol
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I .................. ............. ...
5.10E+10 I Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
I Conc. in Connecting
Ocon (m‘3/yr) 7.1E+10 I Channel from L.s. Cls (ug/m‘3)
0con (m‘3/yr) 4.9E+10 I " from L.M. Clm (ug/m‘3)
Oout (m‘3/yr) 1.8E+11 I " to L.E. Cle (ug/m‘3)
SA (m‘2) 6.0E+10 I Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3)
V (m‘3) 3.SE+12 I Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3)
As (mAZ) 3.0E+10 I Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3)
R (m) 0.0 I Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3)
P (m/yr) 0.76 I Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3)
Used (g/mAZ-yr) 220 | Lake Particle Conc. Cp (us/m‘3)
Icefrac 0.9 | Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (us/9)
| Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr)
f(1) 0.9 I Atm Part Hashout Coef we
I Atm/Hater Mass
f(sed) 0.5 I Transfer Coef. Kw (m/Yr)
I Air/Hater Distribu-
I tion Coefficient H/RT
|
| Flux out of Lake Huron
I
Description Symbol Value
I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
I Outflow from Lake Fout (g/yr) 3.60E+04
I Sedimentation Fsed (g/yr) 2.63E+05
| Mass Transfer
I (Volatilization) Fv (g/yr) 4.9SE*05
|
|
|
I
I
|
|
|
.I . . . . . . . . .
I Total Flux Out 7.9AE+05
I
I
0.2 I
0.2 I
0.2 I
7.05-05 I
3.05-05 I
0.3 I
0.20 I
0.11. I
0.06 I
0.02. I
3.ZE+04 |
0.0 I
I
I
|
I
73.0
5.1E-03
I % Atmospheric
I Contribution to
Chemical
Residence
I Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
I
I Direct
I
I
I Indirect
I 25.5
I
I Total
I 96.5
I
I
|
I Met Flux
-7.0ZE+05
IOD
 ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS
(CONTINUED)
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
Ba
si
n
Ma
ss
Ba
la
nc
e
Mo
de
l:
t-
DD
T
LAKE ERIE
Lake Parameters Chemical Parameters
Description
Symbol
Value
Description
Symbol
. . . . . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - . - - ‘ - > - - - - - - | ----—------------- -------.---.. ...
Tributary Inflow Qtrib (mA3/Yr) 2.2E+10 I Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
Conn
ecti
ng C
hann
el
I Co
nc.
in C
onne
ctin
g
Inflow from L.H. Qcon (m‘S/yr) 1.9E+11 | Channel from L.H. Ccon (ug/m‘3)
Outflow from Lake Gout (m‘3/yr) 2.IE+11 | " to L.0. Ccon (ug/m‘S)
Surface Area SA (m‘Z) 2.6E+10 | Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3)
Lake Volume V (m‘3) 4.8E+11 | Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (Ug/m‘3)
Sedimentation Area As (m‘Z) 2.1E+10 | Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3)
Resusp. Velocity R (m) 0.0 I Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3)
Precipitation Rate P (m/yr) 0.84 I Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3)
Sedimentation Rate Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 1000 I Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3)
Ice C
over
Frac
tion
Icefr
ac
0.9
I Sur
fici
al S
ed.
Conc.
Csed
(ug/g
)
Fraction of Year I Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr)
without Rain f(1) 0.9 | Atm Part washout Coef Ho
Fraction of Lake | Atm/Uater Mass
Accum. Sediments f(sed) 0.7 I Transfer Coef. Ku (m/yr)
I Air/Hater Distribu-
I tion Coefficient H/RT
I
Flux into Lake Erie I Flux out of Lake Erie
Description Symbol Value | Description Sywbol Value
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I ................ ............. ..........
Tributary Flux Ftrib (9/Yr) 1.10E+03 | Outflow from Lake Fout (9/Yr) 4.20E+04
Connecting Channel I Sedimentation Fsed (9/Yr) 5.40E+05
from L. Huron Flh (g/yr) 2.85E+05 I Mass Transfer
Vet Deposition Fa,u (g/yr) 1.08E+04 I (Volatilization) Fv (g/yr) 2.13E+05
Dry Deposition Fa,d (g/Yr) 2.22E+04 I
|
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (9/Yr) I
I
Direct Hasteuater Discharge I
Direct Industrial Discharge I
I
. . . . . . . . . . . I .........
Tota
l F
lux
In
3.19
E+05
I
Tota
l Fl
ux O
ut
7.9S
E+05
I01
I
|
1.5 I
0.2 I
7.05-05 I
3.05-05 I
0.5 I
0.20 I
0.11. I
0.06 I
0.03 I
3.2904 I
0.0 I
I
|
|
I
73.0
5.1E-03
| Z Atmospheric Chemical
I Contribution to Residence
I Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
I 0.1
| Direct
I 10.3
|
I Indirect
| 11 5
|
I Total
I 21.8
I
I
.I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
| Net Flux -4.76€+05
IOI
  
ADDENDUM II. MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
Ba
si
n
Ma
ss
Ba
la
nc
e
Mo
de
l:
t-
DD
T
LAK
E
ONT
ARI
O
|
Lake Parameters | Chemical Parameters
Description Symbol Value I Description Symbol
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I ...-.............. ............. ...
Tributary Inflow Otrib (m‘3/yr) 3.0E+10 | Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
Connecting Channel I Conc. in Connecting
Inflow from L.E. Qcon (m‘3/yr) 2.1E+11 I Channel from L.E. Ccon (ug/m‘3)
Outflow from Lake Gout (m‘3/yr) 2.SE+11 | Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3)
Surface Area SA (m‘2) 2.0E+10 [ Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3)
Lake Volume V (m‘3) 1.6E+12 | Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3)
Sedimentation Area As (m‘Z) 7.SE+09 | Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3)
Resu
sp.
Vel
oci
ty
R (
m)
0.0
| Di
sso
lve
d L
ake
Conc
.
Cd
(ug/
m‘S)
Prec
ipit
atio
n Ra
te
P (m
/yr)
0.89
| La
ke P
arti
cle
Conc
.
Cp (
ug/m
‘3)
Sedi
ment
atio
n Ra
te
Used
(g/m
‘Z-y
r)
400
| Su
rfic
ial
Sed.
Conc
. C
sed
(ug/
g)
Ice
Cove
r F
rac
tio
n
Icef
rac
0.9
| At
m P
art
icl
e D
ep
Vel
Vd
(m/y
r)
Frac
tion
of Y
ear
I Atm
Part
Hash
out
Coef
Ho
wit
hou
t R
ain
f(1)
0.9.
lmA
tm/
Uat
er
Mas
s
Fraction of Lake | Transfer Coef. Kw (m/yr)
Accum. Sediments f(sed) 0.5 | Air/Hater Distribu-
[ tion Coefficient H/RT
|
Flux into Lake Ontario | Flux out of Lake Ontario
Description Symbol Value | Description Symbol Value
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I ................ ............. .........
Tributary Flux Ftrib (g/Yr) 1.SOE+O3 l Outflow from Lake Fout (g/Yr) 5.00E+04
Connecting Channel | Sedimentation Fsed (g/yr) 1.95E+05
from L. Erie Fle (g/yr) 8.40E*04 I Mass Transfer
Het Deposition Fa,w (g/yr) 8.68E+03 | (Volatilization) Fv (g/yr) 1.62E+05
Dry Deposition Fa,d (Q/Yr) 1.68E+04 |
l
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/Yr) l
|
Direct Hastewater Discharge |
Direct Industrial Discharge |
|
. . . . . . . . . . . I ____.'_-_
Total Flux In 1.11E+05 | Total Flux Out 4.07E+05
102
|
l
0.4 I
7.05-05 |
3.05-05 |
0.5 I
0.20 I
0.11. I
0.06 |
0.05 I
3.2E+04 |
0.0 |
|
|
|
I
73.0
5.1E-03
| % Atmospheric
| Contribution to
| Total Lake Input
23.0
|
l
|
I
l
I 8.3
I
l
|
l
|
| Net Flux
Chemical
Residence
Time (yrs)
-2.96E+05
102
 ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
Ba
si
n
Ma
ss
Ba
la
nc
e
Mo
de
l:
B(
a)
P
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
Ba
si
n
Ma
ss
Ba
la
nc
e
Mo
de
l:
8(
a)
?
LAKE SUPERIOR
Lake Parameters
De
sc
ri
pt
io
n
Sy
mb
ol
Va
lu
e
Tr
ib
ut
ar
y
In
fl
ow
Qt
ri
b
(m
‘3
/y
r)
S.
4E
+1
0
O
u
t
f
l
o
w
f
r
o
m
L
a
k
e
O
o
u
t
(
m
‘
S
/
y
r
)
7
,
1
E
+
1
0
Su
rf
ac
e
Ar
ea
SA
(m
‘Z
)
8.
2E
+1
0
La
ke
Vo
lu
ne
V
(m
‘3
)
1.
2E
+1
3
Se
di
me
nt
at
io
n
Ar
ea
As
(m
‘Z
)
4.
1E
+1
0
Resusp. Velocity R (m)
Pr
ec
ip
it
at
io
n
Ra
te
P
(m
/y
r)
0.
76
Se
di
me
nt
at
io
n
Ra
te
Us
ed
(g
/m
‘2
-y
r)
20
0
Ic
e
Co
ve
r
Fr
ac
ti
on
Ic
ef
ra
c
0.
90
Fraction of Year
without Rain f(1) 0.90
Fraction of Lake
Accum. Sediments f(sed) 0.5
I
Flux into Lake Superior |
Description Symbol Value I
. . . _ . . _ . . _ . . . . . . . . _ . . . . A . _ . . . _ . . . . . . . . I
Tributary Flux Ftrib (g/yr) 2.70E+03
Het Deposition Fa,u (g/yr) 3.12E+04
Dry Deposition Fa,d (g/yr) 3,785+04
Direct Hasteuater Discharge
Direct Industrial Discharge
Total Flux In
103
|
I
I
|
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/Yr) I
I
I
I
I
7.17E+04 I
I
I Chemical Parameters
I
Symbol
Description
Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
Conc. in Connecting
Channel to L.H. Ccon (ug/m‘S)
Ca,v (ug/m‘3)
Ca,p (ug/m‘3)
Cr (ug/m‘3)
ct (us/m‘3)
Cd (ug/m‘3)
Cp (ug/m‘3)
|
I
I
I Atm Vapor Conc.
| Atm Particle Conc.
I Total Rain Conc.
I Total Lake Conc.
| Dissolved Lake Conc.
I Lake Particle Conc.
I
|
|
I
|
I
I
Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (ug/g)
Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr)
Atm Part Hashout Coef Ho
Atm/Hater Mass
Transfer Coef. Ku (m/yr)
Air/Hater Distribu-
tion Coefficient H/RT
Flux out of Lake Superior
4.0E-06
1.6E-05
8.47E-03
Description Symbol Value
. . _ . . . . . . _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I
Outflow from Lake Fout (g/yr) 7.10E+03 I
Sedimentation Fsed (g/yr) 2.46E+05 I
Mass Transfer I
(Volatilization) Fv (g/yr) 6.01E+04 I
I
|
I
I
I
. . . . . . . . . . I
Total Flux Out 3.14E+05 I
0.07
0.03
0.03
3.2E+04
0.00
11.7
0.1
0.5
0.1
% Atmospheric Chemical
I Contribution to Residence
I Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
96.2 3.9
Net Flux -2.42E+05
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ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
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LAKE MICHIGAN
Lake Parameters
Description
Tributary Inflow
Outflow from Lake
Surface Area
Lake Volume
Sedimentation Area
Resusp. Velocity
Precipitation Rate
Sedimentation Rate
Ice Cover Fraction
Fraction of Year
without Rain
Fraction of Lake
Accun. Sediments
Description
Tributary Flux
Met Deposition
Dry Deposition
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (9/Yr)
Direct Uasteuater Discharge
Direct Industrial Discharge
| I
I Chemical Parameters |
symbol Value I Description Synbol Value I
----------------------- I I
atrib (m‘3/yr) 2.9E+10 I Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3) 1.0 I
gout (m‘s/yr) 4.9E+10 I Conc. in Connecting
5A (maz) 5.8E+10 I Channel to L.H. Ccon (ug/m‘3) 1.0 I
v (mc3) 4.96372 "IwithVapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3) 2.00E-05 I
As (mAz) 2.9E+10 I Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3) 8.006-05 I
R (m) 0.0 I Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3) 1.0 I
p (m/yr) 0.79 I Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3) 1.0 |
used (g/mcz-yr) 400 I Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3) 0.7 I
Icefrac 0.9 I Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3) 0.3 I
I Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (ug/g) 0.5 I
f(1) 0.9 I Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr) 3.2E+04 I
I Atm Part washout Coef Ho 0.0 I
f(sed) 0.5 I Atm/Hater Mass I
I Transfer Coef. Kw (m/yr) 11.7 I
I Air/Hater Distribu~ I
I tion Coefficient H/RT 8.47E-03 I
I I % Atmospheric Chemical
Flux into Lake Michigan
I
Flux out of Lake Michigan
I Contribution to
Residence
Symbol
Value
I
Description
Symbol
Value
I Total Lake Input
Time (yrs)
. . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . .
I -......-........ .............
.-...-....
-.--_.........
...........
Ftrib (S/Yr)
2.90E+04
I Outflow from Lake
Faut (g/Yr)
4.90E+04
I
86.0
0.8
Fa,u (g/yr)
4.57E+04
I Sedimentation
Fsed (g/yr)
5.785+06
I
Fa,d (g/yr) 1.33E+05 | Mass Transfer I
I
(Volatilization)
Fv
(s/Yr)
4.25E+05
|
I I
I |
| I
I |
I I
- - - - - - - - - - - I ..........I ...-.......... .....-.....
Total Flux In
2.08E+05
I
Total Flux Out
6.25E+06
I Net Flux
’6.0SE+06
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 ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
I
I Chemical Parameters
I Description Symbol
Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
Tributary Conc.
Conc. in Connecting
Channel from L.S.
" from L.M.
" to L.E.
Atm Vapor Conc.
Atm Particle Conc.
Total Rain Conc.
Cls (ug/m‘3)
Clm (ug/m‘S)
Cle (ug/m‘3)
Ca,v (ug/m‘3)
Ca.P (us/m‘3)
Cr (ug/m‘3)
dr
ea
t
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ke
s
Ba
si
n
Ma
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Ba
la
nc
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P
LAKE HURON
Lake Parameters
De
sc
ri
pt
io
n
Sym
bol
Va
lu
e
Tr
ib
ut
ar
y
In
fl
ow
5.
10
E+
10
Connecting Channel
ln
fl
ou
fr
om
L.
S.
Qc
on
(m
‘S
/y
r)
7.
1E
+1
0
"
fr
om
L.M
.
Qc
on
(m
‘3
/y
r)
4.
9E
+1
0
Ou
tf
lo
w
fr
om
La
ke
Qo
ut
(m
‘3
/y
r)
1.
8E
+1
1
Su
rf
ac
e
Ar
ea
SA
(m
AZ
)
6.
0E
+1
0
La
ke
Vo
lu
me
V
(m
‘3
)
3.
5E
+1
2
S
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
A
r
e
a
As
(m
‘Z
)
3
,
0
5
+
1
o
Re
su
sp
.
Ve
lo
ci
ty
R
(m
)
0.
0
Pr
ec
ip
it
at
io
n
Ra
te
P
(m
/y
r)
0.
76
Se
di
me
nt
at
io
n
Ra
te
Us
ed
(g
/m
‘E
-y
r)
22
0
Ic
e
Co
ve
r
Fr
ac
ti
on
Ic
ef
ra
c
0.
9
Fraction of Year
wi
th
ou
t
Ra
in
f(
l)
0.
9
Fraction of Lake
Acc
un.
Sed
ime
nts
f(s
ed)
0.5
|
Flux intoLake Huron I
Description Symbol Value |
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I
Tributary Flux Ftrib (9/Yr) 5.105+04
Connecting Channel
from L. Sup. Fls (g/yr) 7,105+o3
from L. Mich. Flm (glyr) 4.9os+o4
Vet Deposition Fa,u (g/yr) 4,545+oa
Dry Deposition Fa,d (9/Yr) 1.38E+05
Direct Hastewater Discharge
I
I
I
I
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/yr) I
I
I
Direct Industrial Discharge I
I
Total Flux In 2.90E¢05 I
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Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3)
Cd (ug/m‘3)
Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3)
Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (Us/g)
Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr)
Atm Part Hashout Coef Ho
Atm/Uater Mass
Transfer Coef. Kw (m/yr)
Air/Hater Distribu-
tion Coefficient H/RT
|
I
|
I
I
|
I
I
|
I Dissolved Lake Gone.
I
I
I
|
|
I
I
I
I
I
0.1 I
1.0 I
0.1 |
2.005-05 |
8.00E-05 |
1.0 I
0.1 |
0.07 I
0.03 I
0.2 I
3.ZE+04 I
0.0 |
|
I
|
I
11.7
8.47E-03
I X Atmospheric Chemical
Flux out of Lake Huron I Contribution to Residence
Description Symbol Value I Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
. . . . . . . . . . e . . . . . . _ . _ . . . . . . . . _ _ . . . . . . . . . I .......-...... .......--.-
I outflow from Lake Fout (9/Yr) 1.806+04 | 0.3
I Sedimentation Fsed (Q/YF) 1.31E+06 I Direct
I Mass Transfer I 63.1
(Volatilization) Fv (g/yr) 4.255+04 I
| Indirect
I 16.9
I
| Total
I 80.0
I
I
|
. . . . . . . . . . I ............-- .-.--------
Tot
al
Flu
x
Out
1.
37
E+
06
I
Met
Flu
x
-1.
08E
+06
I ()5
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LAKE ERIE I I
Lake Parameters | Chemical Parameters I
Description synbol Value I Description Synbol Value |
......................................... | I
Tri
but
ary
Inf
lou
atr
ib
(m‘
3/y
r)
2.Z
E+1
0
I T
rib
uta
ry
Con
c.
Ctr
ib
(ug
/m‘
3)
1.0
|
Connecting Channel I Conc. in Connecting I
Inf
low
fro
m L
.H.
0co
n (
m‘3
/yr
)
1.9
E+1
1
I
Cha
nne
l
fro
m L
.H.
Cco
n (
ug/
m‘3
)
0.1
|
Ou
tl
e
fro
m L
ake
Gou
t
(m‘
3/y
r)
2.1
E+1
1
I
"
to
L.0
.
Cco
n (
ug/
m‘3
)
0.3
I
Surface Area 5A (m2) 2.6E+10 I Am Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3) 2.005-05 I
Lake
Vol
ume
V (
«(3)
4.8
E+1
1
| At
m P
art
icl
e C
onc.
Ca,
p (
ug/m
‘3)
8.0
0E-
05
|
Sedi
ment
atio
n Ar
ea
As (
m‘Z)
2.1E
+10
I To
tal
Rain
Conc
.
Cr (
ug/m
‘3)
1.0
I
Resus
p. V
eloc
ity
R (m
)
0.0
I Tot
al L
ake
Conc.
Ct (
ug/m
‘3)
0.3
I
Precipitation Rate P (m/yr) 0.84 I Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3) 0.2 I
Sedim
entat
ion R
ate
Used
(g/m‘
Z-yr)
1000
| Lake
Parti
cle C
onc.
Cp (u
g/m‘3
)
0.1
I
Ice Cover Fraction Icefrac 0.9 | Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (ug/g) 0.2 I
Faction of Year I Am Particle Dep Vel Vd (In/yr) 3.2801. I
without “in f(1) 0.9 I Atm Part Uashout Coef Ho 0.0 I
Fraction of Lake I AtIII/Water "855 I
Accun. Sediments f(sed) 0.7 I Transfer Coef. Kw (m/yr) 11.7 I
I Air/Hater Distribu- I
I tion Coefficient H/RT 8.4TE-03 I
I | % Atmospheric Chemical
Flux into Lake Erie I Flux out of Lake Erie I Contribution to Residence
Description Synbol Value I Description Synbol Value I Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I I
Tributary Flux Ftrib (9/yr) 2.20904 I Outflow from Lake Fout (9/Yr) 6.30901. | 0.04
Connecting Channel I Sedimentation Fsed (g/Yr) 3.6OE+06 I Direct
from L. Huron Flh (g/yr) 1.90E+01o I Mass Transfer I 66.3
Uet Deposition Fa,u (g/yr) 2.16901. “I (Votatil'ization) Fv (glyr) 5.62904 |
Dry Deposition Fa,d (g/yr) 5.92904 | | Indirect
I I 12.5
Other Loadings Unaccomted for Above (g/yr) | |
I I Total
Direct Hasteuater Discharge
|
I
78.8
Direct Industrial Discharge
|
I
| I
. . . . . . . . . . . I ..........l ._........._.. ...........
Total Flux In 1.22E+05 I Total Flux Out 3.72906 | Net Flux -3.6OE+06
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ADDENDUM
II,
MASS
BALANCE
CALCULATIONS
(CONTINUED)
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: B(a)P
LAKE ONTARIO
| |
Lake Parameters I Chemical Parameters |
Description Symbol Value I Description Symbol Value
----------------------------------------- I |
Tributary Inflow Qtrib (m‘3/yr) 3.0E+10 I Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3) 1.0 I
Connecting Channel I Conc. in Connecting I
Inflow from L.E. econ (mA3/yr) 2.1E+11 I Channel from L.E. Ccon (ug/m‘3) 0.3 |
Outflow from Lake Qout (m‘3/yr) 2.SE+11 I Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3) 2.00E-05 I
I Surface Area SA (m‘2) 2.0E+10 I Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3) 8.00E-05 I
Lake Volume V (mA3) 1.6E+12 I Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3) 1.0 I
Sedimentation Area As (m‘2) 7.5E+09 | Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3) 0.3 I
Resusp. Velocity R (m) 0.0 I Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3) 0.2 I
Precipitation Rate P (m/Yr) 0.89 I Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3) 0.1 |
Sedimentation Rate used (g/mA2~yr) 400 I Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (us/9) 0.3 |
Ice Cover Fraction Icefrac 0.9 I Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr) 3.25+04 I
Fraction of Year I Atm Part washout Coef wo 0.0 I
without Rain f(1) 0.9 I Atm/Hater Mass I
Fraction of Lake | Transfer Coef. Kw (m/yr) 11.7
Accum. Sediments f(sed) 0.5 | Air/Hater Distribu- I
I tion Coefficient H/RT 8.47E-03 |
I I Z Atmospheric Chemical
Flux into Lake Ontario | Flux out of Lake Ontario I Contribution to Residence
Description Symbol Value I Description Syntnl Value I Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I ._-............. ............. ._.-----.. I .-............ ...........
Tributary Flux Ftrib (g/yr) 3.00E+04 I Outflow from Lake Fout (g/yr) 7.50E+04 I 0.4
Connecting Channel I Seoimentation Fsed (g/Yr) 1.17E+06 I Direct
from L. Erie Fle (g/yr) 6.3OE+04 I Mass Transfer I 40.1
wet Deposition Fa,w (g/Yr) 1.74E+04 I (Volatilization) Fv (9/Yr) 4.26E+04 I
Dry Deposition Fa,d (g/yr) 4.49E+04 | I Indirect
I I 32.0
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/yr) I I
| | Total
Direct wastewater Discharge I I 72.1
Direct Industrial Discharge I I
| l
. . . . . . . . . . . I ..........I .............. ...........
Total Flux In 1.SSE+05 I Total Flux Out 1.29E+06 I Met Flux -1.136+06
I
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Lake Parameters
Description Symbol Value Description Symbol
-----------------------------------------
|
Tributary Inflow atrib (m‘3/yr) 5.4E+10 | Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
outflow from Lake Oout (m‘S/yr) 7.1E+10 I Conc. in Connecting
Surface Area SA (mAZ) 8.2E+10 | Channel to L.H. Ccon (ug/m‘3)
Lake Volume
v (m‘3)
1.2E+13
| Atm Vapor Conc.
Ca,v (ug/m‘3)
Sedimentation Area
As (m‘Z)
4.1E+10
| Atm Particle Conc.
Ca,p (ug/m‘S)
Resusp. Velocity
R (m)
I Total Rain Conc.
Cr (ug/m‘3)
Precipitation Rate P (m/yr) 0.76 | Total Lake Cone. Ct (Us/W3)
Sedimentation Rate Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 200 | Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3)
Ice Cover Fraction lcefrac 0.90 | Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3)
Fraction of Year e—~— Ilékuéicial Sed. Conc. Csed (ug/g)
without Rain
f(1)
0.90
| Atm Particle Dep Vel
Vd (m/yr)
Fraction of Lake | Atm Part Hashout Coef Ho
Accun. Sediments f(sed) 0.5 I Atm/Hater Mass
I Transfer Coef. Kw (m/yr)
| Air/Hater Distribu-
| tion Coefficient H/RT
|
Flux into Lake Superior
|
Flux out of Lake Superior
Description
Symbol
Value
I
Description
Symbol
Value
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . .
I -............... .......-.....
.........
Tributary Flux
Ftrib (Q/Yr)
2.TOE+06
| Outflow from Lake
Pout (g/Yr)
7.10E+06
Net Deposition
Fa,H (9/Yr)
1.87E+08
| Sedimentation
Fsed (g/Yr)
8.21E+08
Dry Deposition Fa,d (g/yr) 4.735+07 | Mass Transfer
I (Volatilization) Fv (9/Yr) 0.00E+00
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/Yr) |
|
Direct Hasteuater Discharge 3.8E+05 I
Direct Industrial Discharge 3.36+06 I
I
. . . . . . . . . . . I
....-...-
Total
Flux
In
2.41E+08
I
Total
Flux Out
8.28E+08
  
ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
I
| Chemical Parameters
I
I
I
100 |
0.02+00 |
2.05-02 I
3000 |
100 |
75 |
25 |
100 |
3.2E+04 |
0.00 I
|
I
I
I
0.0
1.0E+00
| X Atmospheric
| Contribution to
| Total Lake Input
| Net Flux
  
Chemical
Residence
Time (yrs)
~5.87E+08
I08
 ADDENDUM
II,
MABS'BKL'ANCE
CALCULATIONS
(CONTINUED)
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: Pb
LAKE MICHIGAN
| I
Lake Parameters | Chemical parameters I
Description Symbol Value | Description Symbol Value I
----------------------------------------- | I
Tributary Inflow Qtrib (m‘3/yr) 2.9E+10 | Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3) 100.0 I
Outflow from Lake Gout (m‘S/yr) 4.9E+10 | Gone. in Connecting I
Surface Area SA (m‘Z) 5.8E+10 | Channel to L.H. Ccon (ug/m‘3) 300 I
Lake Volune
V (m‘3)
4.9E+12 | Atm Vapor Conc.
Ca,v (ug/m‘3)
0.0800 I
Sedimentation Area As (m‘Z) 2.9810 I Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3) 5.0E-02 I
Resusp. Velocity R (m) 0.0 I Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3) 10000 I
Precipitation Rate P (m/yr) 0.79 I Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3) 200 I
Sedimentation Rate Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 400 I Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3) 150 I
Ice Cover Fraction Icefrac 0.9 I Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3) 50 I
Fraction of yea.-
I Surficial Sed. Conc.
Csed (ug/g)
40
I
without Rain f(1) 0.9 I Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr) 3.2901. I
Fraction of Lake I Am Part Uashout Coef No 0.0 |
Accun. Sediments f(sed) 0.5 I Atm/Uater Mass I
| Transfer Coef. KN (m/yr) 0.0 I
| Air/Hater Distribu- |
I tion Coefficient H/RT 1.0E+00 I
I X Atmospheric Chemical
l
Flux into Lake Michigan
I
Flux out of Lake Michigan
I Contribution to
Residence
Description
Symbol
Value
I
Description
Synbol
Value
I Total Lake Input
Time (yrs)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I
I
Tributary Flux
Ftrib (Q/Yr)
2.9OE+06 I Outflow from Lake Fout (g/yr)
9.80E+06 I
99.5
2 1
Net Deposition Fa,u (g/yr)
4.57E+08 I Sedimentation
Fsed (9/Yr)
4.62808 |
Dry Deposition
Fa,d (g/yr)
8.32907
I Mass Transfer
I
| (Volatilization) Fv (9/yr‘) 0.00E+00 I
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (9/Yr) I
I
l I
Direct Hasteuater Discharge
I
I
Direct Industrial Discharge
I
I
| I
. . . . . . . . . . . I ..-.......| .............. ...........
Total Flux In 5.43E+08 "I‘ '""‘" "' Total Flux Out 4.72E+08 I Met Flux 7.06907
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ADDENDUM II. MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: Pb
 
Atm Part Uashout Coef Ho
Atm/Hater Mass
without Rain f(1) 0.9
Fraction of Lake
LAKE HURON I
Lake Parameters | Chemical Parameters
Description Symbol Value | Description Symbol
. . . . . . . . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - A - I
Tributary Inflow 5.10E+10 | Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3)
Connecting Channel | Gone. in Connecting
Inflow from L.s. Qcon (m‘3/yr) 7.1£+10 | channel from L.S. Cls (ug/m‘3)
" from L.M. Qcon (m‘3/yr) 4.9E+10 I " from L.M. Clm (ug/m‘3)
Outflow from Lake Gout (m‘3/yr) 1.8E+11 l “ to L.E. Cle (ug/m‘3)
Surface Area SA (m‘Z) 6.0E+10 I Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/mA3)
Lake Volume V (m‘3) 3.5E+12 | Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3)
Sedimentation Area As (m‘Z) 3.0E+10 I Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3)
Resusp. Velocity R (m) 0.0 | Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/mA3)
Precipitation Rate P (m/yr) 0.76 I Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3)
Sedimentation Rate Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 220 | Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3)
Ice Cover Fraction Icefrac 0.9 | Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (ug/g)
Fraction of Year | Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr)
|
|
I
I
I
Accun. Sediments f(sed) 0.5 Transfer Coef. Kw (m/yr)
Air/Hater Distribu-
tion Coefficient H/RT
|
Flux into Lake Huron | Flux out of Lake Huron
I
Description Symbol Value Description Symbol Value
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' ................ ............. ..........
Tributary Flux Ftrib (9/Yr) 1.22E+06 | Outflow from Lake Fout (g/Yr) 3.6OE+07
Connecting Channel
| Sedimentation
Fsed (g/Yr)
4.60E+08
from L. Sup. Fls (g/yr) 7.10E+06 »+.Mass~Transfer
from L. Mich. Flm (9/Vr)
9.80E+06 | (Volatilization) Fv (g/Yr)
0.0DE+00
Het Deposition Fa,w (g/Yr) 3.18E+08 I
Dry Deposition Fa,d (g/yr) 8.6OE+07 l
I
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (9/Yr) I
I
Direct wastewater Discharge 3.3E+06 |
Direct industrial Discharge 5.1E+06 |
I
. . . . . . . . . . . I .........
Total Flux In 4.30908 I Total Flux Out 4.96808
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I
I
100 i
200 |
200 |
o.oe+00 I
5.05-02 |
7000 |
200 I
150 |
50 |
70 |
3.ze+04 |
0.0 |
|
I
|
I
0.0
1.0E+00
I % Atmospheric
| Contribution to
Chemical
Residence
| Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
93.8
I
I
I
I
I
| 3.9
I
|
I
I
I
l
| Net Flux
-6.56E+07
II 0
 ADDENDUM II. MASS
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: Pb
LAKE ERIE
Lake Parameters
Description Symbol Value
Tr
ib
ut
ar
y
Inf
low
at
ri
b
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‘3/
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2E
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0
Connecting Channel
In
fl
ow
fr
om
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on
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1.
9E
+1
1
Ou
tf
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Precipitation Rate P (m/yr) 0.84
Sedimentation Rate Used (g/m‘Z-yr) 1000
Ice Cover Fraction Icefrac 0.9
Fraction of Year
without Rain f(1) 0.9
Fraction of Lake
Accum. Sediments f(sed) 0.7
I
Flux into Lake Erie I
Description Symbol Value |
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I
Tributary Flux Ftrib (g/yr) 2.20E+05
Connecting Channel
from L. Huron Flh (g/Yr) 3.42E+08
Het Deposition Fa,w (g/yr) 1.73E+08
Dry Deposition Fa,d (g/Yr) 5.18E+07
Other Loadian Unaccounted for Above (9/Yr)
Direct Uasteuater Discharge
Direct Industrial Discharge
Total Flux In
III
Description Symbol Value
| Outflow from Lake Fout (g/yr) 2.10E+08
| Sedimentation Fsed (g/yr) 1.80E+09
| Mass Transfer
(Volatilization) Fv (g/yr) 0.00E+00
Total Flux Out 2.01E+09
5.67E+08 |
BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
Chemical Parameters
Description
Tributary Conc.
Conc. in Connecting
Channel from L.H.
" to L.0.
Atm Vapor Conc.
Atm Particle Conc.
Total Rain Conc.
Total Lake Conc.
Dissolved Lake Conc.
Symbol
Ctrib (ug/mAS)
Ccon (ug/m‘3)
Ccon (ug/m‘3)
Ca,v (ug/m‘3)
Ca.P (us/m‘3)
Cr (ug/m‘3)
Ct (ug/m‘3)
Cd (ug/m‘3)
Lake Particle Conc.
Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (us/9)
Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr)
Atm Part washout Coef Ho
Atm/Uater Mass
CP (ug/mA3)
Transfer Coef. KH (m/yr)
Air/Hater Distribu-
tion Coefficient N/RT
Flux out of Lake Erie
1800
1000
0.0E+00
7.0E-02
8000
1000
750
250
100
3.2E+04
0.0
0.0
1.0E+00
| z Atmospheric
| Contribution to
| Total Lake Input
I
I Direct
| 39.6
I
| Indirect
I 6.6
|
I Total
| 46.2
I
I
| Net Flux
Chemical
Residence
Time (yrs)
-1.44£+09
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LAKE ONTARIO
Description
Tributary Inflow
Connecting Channel
Inflow from L.E.
Outflow from Lake
Surface Area
Lake Voann
Sedimentation Area
Resusp. Velocity
Precipitation Rate
Sedimentation Rate
Ice Cover Fraction
Fraction of Year
without Rain
Fraction of Lake
Accum. Sediments
Flux into
Description
Tributary Flux
Connecting Channel
from L. Erie
Net Deposition
Dry Deposition
TO
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ADDENDUM II, MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS (CONTINUED)
Lake Parameters
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (9/Yr)
Direct Hasteuater Discharge
Direct Industrial Discharge
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: Pb
l
| Chemical Parameters
|
Symbol Value Description Symbol Value
------------------------ l l
Ctrib (m‘3/yr) 3.0E+10 | Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3) 11 |
| Conc. in Connecting |
Ocon (m‘3/yr) 2.1E+11 | Channel from L.E. Ccon (ug/m‘S) 1000 |
Oout (m‘3/yr) 2.5E+11 | Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘S) 0.0E+00 |
SA (m‘Z) 2.0E+10 | Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3) 7.5E-02 |
V (m‘3) 1.6E+12 | Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘3) 10000 |
As (m‘Z) 7.SE+09 | Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘S) 400 | i
R (m) 0.0 | Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3) 300 |
p (m/yr) 0.89 | Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3) 100 |
used (g/m‘Z-yr) 400 | Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (us/g) 100 |
lcefrac 0.9 | Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr) 3.2E+04 |
| Atm Part Hashout Coef No 0.0 |
f(1) 0.9 | Atm/Hater Mass 1
| Transfer Coef. KH (m/yr) 0.0 |
f(sed) 0.5 | Air/Hater Distribu- |
1 tion Coefficient H/RT 1.0E+00 |
| | X Atmospheric Chemical
Lake Ontario I Flux out of Lake Ontario | Contribution to Residence
Symbol Value | Description Symbol Value | Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I ........-....... ..........-.. ..........| ........-....- ...........
Ftrib (9/Yr) 3.305+05 | Outflow from Lake Fout (g/Yr) 1.00E+08 | 1.3
| Sedimentation Fsed (9/Yr) 3.9OE+08 | Direct
Fle (g/yr) 2.10E+08 | Mass Transfer | 50.6
Fa,u (g/Yr) 1.74E+08 l H1Volatilization) Fv (g/Yr) 0.00E+00 |
Fa,d (glyr) 4.21E+07 | | Indirect
| | 22.8
I 1
| | Total
I | 73.4
| |
| l
. . . . . . . . . . . I ..........l .._....--..... ...........
tal Flux In 4.26E+08 | Total Flux Out 4.9OE+08 | Net Flux -6.k0E+07
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 ADDENDUM
II,
MASS
BALANCE
CALCULATIONS
(CONTINUED)
Great Lakes Basin Mass Balance Model: MIREX
LAKE ONTARIO
Lake Parameters
Description Symbol Value
Tributary Inflow Dtrib (m‘3/yr) 3.0E+10
Connecting Channel
Inflow from L.E. Qcon (mA3/yr) 2.1E+11
Outflow from Lake Qout (m‘S/yr) 2.5E+11
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Fraction of Lake
Accum. Sediments f(sed) 0.5
|
Flux into Lake Ontario |
Description Symbol Value |
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ’ r
Tributary Flux Ftrib (g/yr) 3.00E+03
Connecting Channel
from L. Erie Fle (glyr) 6.30E+04
Het Deposition Fa,u (g/yr) 8.68802
Dry Deposition Fa,d (g/yr) 2.ZSE+03
Other Loadings Unaccounted for Above (g/yr)
Direct Hasteuater Discharge
Direct Industrial Discharge
Total Flux In
113
|
I Chemical Parameters
|
Description Symbol Value
| ----------------------------------------- I
| Tributary Conc. Ctrib (ug/m‘3) 0.1 I
I Conc. in Connecting I
I Channel from L.E. Ccon (ug/m‘3) 0.3 |
| Atm Vapor Conc. Ca,v (ug/m‘3) 1.00E-06
I Atm Particle Conc. Ca,p (ug/m‘3) 4.005-06 |
| Total Rain Conc. Cr (ug/m‘S) 0.05
| Total Lake Conc. Ct (ug/m‘3) 0.05 |
| Dissolved Lake Conc. Cd (ug/m‘3) 0.025
I Lake Particle Conc. Cp (ug/m‘3) 0.025 I
I Surficial Sed. Conc. Csed (us/9) 0.05
I Atm Particle Dep Vel Vd (m/yr) 3.ZE+D4 |
I Atm Part washout Coef Ho 0.0 |
| Atm/Uater Mass |
| Transfer Coef. KH (m/yr) 110.0
I Air/Hater Distribu- I
| tion Coefficient H/RT t.oso |
Flux out of Lake Ontario
Description Symbol Value
.v....-..- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . I
| Outflow from Lake Fout (g/yr) 1.25E+04 |
I Sedimentation Fsed (g/yr) 1.95E+05 I
I Mass Transfer |
(Volatilization) Fv (g/yr) 4.8ZE+04 |
|
l
|
l
|
|
I
-------- I
Total Flux Out 2.56E005 I
6.91801. I
X Atmospheric
I Contribution to
Chemical
Residence
I Total Lake Input Time (yrs)
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